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Introduction

This paper is intended to be a selec-
tive and expository review of the
interpersonal interaction literature.
In surveying such a broad and varied
field it was necessary to limit the
paper in scope to those theoretical
works which have been most heuristid
for further research, and to choose
from amorig thé many excellent empiw‘
cal studies those which tested or in
some way reflected -upon the dimensions
of the thedretic rien®ations des-
cribed. The process of se%ection and
discussion has been directed towards

" relating developments in this field

to the societal setting which offers
the greatest potential €or social

cﬁange::the classroom.

Leary (1957) defines interpersonal
interaction as §behavior which is re-
lated overtly, conscaously, ethically
or symbolically to another human belng
(real, coMective or 1mag1ned)...
(page 4). For purposes of this paper,
the discussion of interpersornal inter-
action will center on the relation-

[ .

*This review was done at the sugges-
tion of dnd with the-assistance of
Frances Fuller.
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ships between the following phenomena:
. perception of self and other, overt

4, and, covert communlcatlon, and social

qhéﬂce and modes of eliciting respon-
ses from others.

5
T

i

5pecifically this paper will contain
three chapters. The first is a dis-
cussion of the dimensions-of inter-
personal interaction postulated by
five major approaches. The second is
a consideration of the dimensions of
classroom interaction. The third con~-
cerns sources of influencg on class-
room interaction. This,
will also include discus
émpirical variables related#to these
dimensions,  including ‘personality,
.~socials and communication research, as
well as ,some suggestions about ways in
° whlch this material could bgégpplled
‘dlrectly to the classroom or to fur-
"ther research into the dynamics “of the
classroom situation. ) N

’

-
’

FIVE MAJOR APPROACHES
TO UNDERSTANDING THE
DIMENSIONS OF
INTERPERSONAL INTERACTION

.- x
\/ . : .
The first approach to be discussed
will be/Leary's Interpersonal Person-

-
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ality System. This theory is both “sonal mechanisms was generated. These
broad and complex and its strength mechanisms or .reflexes are arranged in’
lies in its applicahility to a wide adaptive-maladaptive dyads as follows:
range of interp@rsonai'interacti@nal ¢+ - (1) Managerial-Autocratic, (2) Respon-
situations. Leéry's conceptual model —sible~Hypernormal, (3) Cooperative-

is a circumplex.gThe - avioral Overconyentional, (4) Docile-Dependent,
variables gener from its two bi- (3) self-effacing-Masochistic, (6) Re-

- ‘polaf'dimensidns_may be..thought of as* bellious-Distrustful, (7) Aggressive-

X operating at any one of five differ- Sadistic, and (8) Competitive-Narcis-
ent levels.. Schutz emphasizes thre% sistic. As can be seen from Figure 1, '
basic dimensions and although hig, mod- _these méchanisms vary in intensity

.- €l shares certain features with “that along the radius of the circumplex ~
of Leary, it has a greater intuitive from low (i.e., adaptive)* near the
appeal, perhaps because of its more _.C the circumplex ,to high (i. e.,
’ parsimonious structure. Th&§ appeab% . maladaptive) towards the outer llmlts

accounts for the fact that his earlier of the c1rcumplex.
scholarly work lent itself to a popu-

s lar presentation in the 1967 work, As Luft (1970) pOintS out, the Leary
Joy. g model emphasizes the fact that indivi-

’ . “duals learn to provoke certain reac-

The most theoretically sophisticated tions in others and that particular
system presentef here is Foa's circum- brief interactions are understood more

ily when the general implicit mes-
at each individual character-

plex model. He relieés heavily on
mathematical techniques developed by

Guttman and is concerned primarily conveys ig understood. One
with the heuristic power of the cir- Figure 1 is devoted entire- "
* cumplex. Lorr and -McNair share the ly 8 the type of interfersonal inter-
same orientgtion but offer the model action\chadacteristically provoked.
* with the soundest empirical foundation. For exampl€, a person who character-
Bales' system is sociologically ori-. istical communicates aggressien in a
' ented and offers a contrast to the maladptive way (i.e., to the point of
. other four appfbaches. The emphasis being an attacker} woénld provoke hos-
’ _in Bales' theoretical work is upon the - tility, as indicated in sector E of
group as a problem-solving unit, ' this model. ‘ °
¥ : L
' The Leary Interpersonal The Levels of Interpersonal Conscious- .
Personalfty System ness ‘ :
| The Clrcumplex of personal Inter- Leary's (1957) system also allows for |
p act10n§ five levels in the interpersonal core
‘ ; of personality. One might view these
The Interpersonal onality System * as the "third dimension" of the cir-
‘ (Leary, 1957; Leary and Coffey, 1955) cumplex model, although Leary does not . u
is based upon the bipolar dimensions explicitly refer to his conceptuali-
) of Love Hate and Dominance vs. zation in temms of a cyclindrical or -
| Submission. NProm these two dimensions other three-dimensional figure, possi-
} a circumplex/ordering of 16 interper- bly because of the difficulties with
\ ' |
Q . , 4 .
ERIC ’
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WEAK AND
SPINELESSS
. - ACTICNS,
, My S, SUBMIT

Figure 1. Classification of Interpersonal Behavior into
Sixteen Mechanisms or Reflexes (Leary, 1957, page 65).

/

his third and fourth level which will to the subject's dreams, fantasies,
be discussed below. Level I (Public Creative expressiens, wishes and other,
Communication) is concerned with the such indirect sources of information.

“behav{gr of an individual as others
see hip; Level II (Conscious Communi- Leary (1Y957) is uncertain onthe appro-

cation) focuses on how an individual priateness of his usage'oflprecon-
perceives himself and others. Study scious in conjunction with his Level
. of this level relies on the actual III. He points oUf that one of
; verbal report of how the‘individual Freud's definitions of the precon-:
sees himself and others. ZILevel IIT scious states that not only does the
(Private Communication) involves the ' preconscious allow for material to be-
*indirect expressions that an indivi- come conscious but also that it can

v dual makes about himself in‘his pre- , become conscious quite easily. He has
conscious world, 1In order .to look at observed, for example, that many
this preconscious world, one must turn patients are extremely rigid and tend
’ -
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‘ to report the same themes in response
to projective stimuli as they use in
conscious verbal interacti®n. He
therefore suggests that "response to
projective stimuli" might be a better
description of Level III. -

Level IV (The Unexpressed) is the
deepest, level of personality and in-*
cludes j}all of the interpersonal con-
tent which is completely avoided at
the: other levels. Leary postulates
this level as an explanation for the
phenomenon that, even after being ex-
.posed to external stimuli which would
naturally invoke particular interper-

»
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»

sonal themes, patients willgﬁanifest a
conspicuous lack of these themes in
both their overt and covert behaviors.
Leary gives only fpreliminary considera-
tion to Level IV and regards it as an
incomplete aspect of this interpersonal
system. Level V (Values) is concerned
with the ego ideal, or what a person
"should like to be."™ The data for

this level is what an individual con-
scfbusly reports as his ideals.

Figure 2 is a circumplex model which

presents eight personality types de-
rived from Level I and Level II ob-

s -~
servations. e
- \)
/ .

AP

~
~

HYPERNORMAL

\ PERSONALITY
\ .

\
\

8™~

RESPONSIBLE
PERSONALITY

[
, COOPERATIVE
+ PERSONALITY OVER-
v CONVENTIONAL
/.BERSONALITY LM )

DEPENDENT
PERSONALITY

Figure 2. The Diagnosis of Interpersonal Behavior
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at Levels I and 11 (Leary, 1957, page 219).




Individual Styles of Interpersonal®
Adjustment (The Circumplex at Levels
I and II) Y P

The inner circle of lower intensity
indicates the adaptive personalities
and the outer circle, representing
greater intensity, indicates the mal-
adaptive. hould be noted that the
average adjusted persdh wou manifest
behavior in a%l of the categories '¢on-
tained in the Leary circupflex depend-
ing on the situation. fact, a dis-
turbed individual's pathology will of-
ten vary withnthé degree to which he,
relies upon onlypone characteristic
form of interpefspnal interaction.
gdit that he saw the
adaptive aspq of interpersonal
behavior-sty which are often dis-
cussed only in terms of their patholo-
gical implications. Although he dis-
cusdes both the adaptive and maladap-
tive styles of adjustment, more empha-
sis will be placed on the adaptive

T

mechbanisms here. y

2

Power, competition, aggression and

rebellion. Adjustment through Bver

. . (the emotional extreme of which is the

autocratic personality) is represented

‘ on sector 1 of this model. Here, the
‘adaptive style stresses force,
strength, energy and\leadership:in
one's interpersonal interactiong.
People respond to this style with re-
spect, approbation and deference. Ad-
justment thtrough competition (the emo-
tional extreme of which is the narcis-

| sistic personality) is shown on sector

-

2, In its adaptive form the style is
characteriz self-confidence and
independence, Wﬁen thls style is adap-

tive, others respon w1th admiration
and social approval.\ Adjustment
through aggression (with itsiemotional
extreme the sadistic ersona%ity) is

|
1

Pl |

It

h

v

Vema

sector 3. In the socially acceptable
range of aggrassive styles one will
flnd those who Jprovoke guilt in others,
demand obediante (such as those in of-
ficial posit¥ons) and express many ag-
gressive impulses which are cepted
by others since they Bre pa of a
societal role. .

J

A particularly interesting feaWlure
Leary's model is adjustment through
rebellion (the emotional extreme is
the distrustful personality). Those
individ s who seek adjustment
T through™ebellion avoid close contact
with others and actually prefer a
state of alienation. A close rela-
tionship is threatening to them and
soffers too many responsibilities and
obligations., They find a certain de-
light in breaking convention and enjoy
the freedom in their challenge of
society. Even though an individual
may be relatively adjusted in the role
of an iconoclastic creator, the behav- °*
ior which he invokes from others (es- \
~pecially those in authority and those
who conform to authority) will be one -~
of irritated rejection. Since this < -~
type of behavior is charactertlc,of/;t
Yeast the public and conscious communl—,
catlons of leaders in the.p esent
y uth culture, this group sight form
An interesting populati on which to
inveetigate Level I;;fhypotheses.

-
4

Self-effacement, docility, cooperatid
and respgnsiblity. Adjustment through
self-effacement (and its emotional ek-
treme, the masochistic personality)
are represented on'sector 5. The méid
adaptive form gf this personality ¢
be\described as one of modest, unpre-
temtious reserve. The motivation for
playing this role lies in, choosing the
safesgﬁgag least exposed position*fﬁ

whatever Bsituation. This form of ad-




justment may or ‘may not be situational.
Leary considers that this style in-
vokes depreciation and patronizing

J/ superiority from others. However,
this observation is extremely culture-
bwund (as, indeed, are many of the
above descriptions of values placed on
various interpersonal behavior types
in t?e Leary mqdel). In some subcul-
tures of American society, this is the

® normative behavior for the female; en-
tire cultures may be found in which
self-effacement would provoke respect

* 3Q3) .

* plexi

andjregard from others. The opp051te
quallflcatlon might be made in regards
to adjustment through docility (the:
depéndent personality represents the
emotional extreme). This person is
‘perceived as meek and admiring and in.
need of help. The moderaﬁe adaptive
form .of this style can‘'be describdi as.
respectful, trustful conformity.. This
form of 1nterpersonal behavior brings
out helpful leadershlp in others,
along with advice and géneral ,direc-
tion, according to Leary. The soci-
etal role of the adult/male in Ameri-
can culture, however, rarely includes
docility as an approved behavioral
mode, and ‘such. behavior may provoke
diisrespect and even aggression from .
others, particularly among certain sub-
cultures. *

|

A 4

. 4
Adjustment through cooperation (over-
conventional personality) is represent-
. ed on sector 7 of the model. The ad-
justed form of this style can be des-
cribed as agreeability sand a desire to
be liked and accepted by others.
Leary refers to this style as "extro-
vertéd friendliness" and states that
this mode of adjustment represents
the highest ideal "of we/;ern cjvili-
zation." He adds tha ...the.person-
, ideal of mosrftﬁdiiiduals (as mea-
sured by the interpers$onal system)
clearly emphasizes a combination of

S

conventionality and strength" (page,
Fhis cooperative style ysually
provokes approval d friendliness
from others; although again,:Leary's
model gcould be criticized for
limitdtion to a specific cult
the ideal of most northern Eu
would, undoubtedly come closer
adjustment through responsibi
represented on sector 8 of th
(Indeed, the differen

tions between Americans and

Eurcpeans.) The tional treme of

adjustment rou responsi ility is —

‘the hyperno rsonallty In its
‘hgdaptlve fo ls style consists of

a st g to b normal cgnventional,
reasonable, successful, sy athetie/

.and generally mature. People respond
to this style with respectu dependence

and admiratione.
d 3

Individual Categories of Fantasy (The
Circumplex at Level III) .

When Leary discusses personality
diagnosis at Level III he makes no dis-
tinction between adaptive and maladap-
tive behavior. He offers two reasons
for this lack of distinction: (1) the
questionable theoretical validity of ]
applying adaptive-maladaptive criteria
to "preconscious" material; and (2)
the crudeness of the instruments used.
to measure fantasy. . As can be seen
from FfYure 3, theré are eight verbal

] dlagnostxc;fategorles in the outer

circle at Ijlevel III: (1) Power,
(2) Explm}:atiori, (3) sadism, (4) De-
privation,’ (5) Masochism, (6) Depen-

dence, (7) Love, and (8) Nurturance.
The inner circle without verbal cate-
gorization merely indicates moderate
emotional intensity; while the outer
circle ‘represents strong emotional in~
tensity.
vachl ; ,




Figure 3. The Diagnosis

(o)

of Interpersonal Behavior :

at Level III (Leary, 1957, 'page 224).

-
-~

The Interpersonal Check Lgsf

Developed in conjunction.with Leary's
Interpersonal Personality System, the
interpersonal Check List provides an
instrument for measuring a number of
the variables in that system and also
purports to a general comprehensive-
ness as a research tool., LaForge and
Suczek (1955)_have arranéed the' 144
adjectives from Form IIIb of the inter-
personal check list in clusters on the
Leary circumplex model of Interper-
sonal Behavior. For example, in sec-

tor A, managerial behavior, the adjec-

v

1

tives begin at the outer edge of the
-~ circle (mobt intense) with "dictorial."
Reading from the equ inward, they

range through "manages others," "domi-
nating," "bossy," "easily makes others
obey," "likes responsibility," "good

leader],"" "forceful," and end at the

center:of the circle (least intense)

with "able to give orders.”

The scores obtained from this instru-

ment are based on the subjects' selec-
.tion or rejection of the words in the
" list and are expressed ifi terms of di-

rect numerical comparison ‘of raw

9 . ~

> .
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scores, rather than in terms of devia-

tions from a standardized norm. The
Check List was developed and revised
over a period of several years using
data obtained by administering the
various forms to several thousand sub-
jects including psychiatric patients,
students at two California colleges, a

gro atitis patients and a
group of ovexweight women. Various
portions of the populations sampled

were asKed to desc¢ribe themselves
(Leaxry's Level II), their ideal selves
(Level V) and other persons (Level I)
such as parents, spouses and other
members of their therapy group. Test-
retest reliability correlations were
computed on 77 of the overweight women
(LaFoxge and Suczek, 1955).

Intervariiggi.correlations supporting
the postulatéd circumplex ordering

were obtained from several-samples,

In general, the correlation coeffi-
cients betwe@nnvariables followed the .
predicted pattern of a monotonic de-
creasing function of their distance
from each other on Leary's circu;@r
model (LaForge ‘and Suczek, ¥955, page
106) . LaForge et al (1954) also
showed that the scores on all eight, of
the behavioral dyads could be combined

and expressed as a single point in re-.

lation to the,two major axes, domi-
nance-submission and love-hate. For
the study of ‘personality change and
organization, as well as difficulties,
in interpergcdnal interaction, however,
the most suitable scores would be the
total scorgs from all five levels of
each individual subject's communica-
tion. '

LaForge%and Suczek (1955) report on
the various ways in which comparisons
of Levels I, 1I, III,»IV and V can be
obtained and used. Levels II and V
(Conscious Communication and Values)

- { -

/

judges.

*also ysed at Level. I as a sociometric

. a measure of the individual's “blind-

/

: |
are tested directly by administering
the Interpersonal Check List to the -
subject, A "point score" (on the wer~
tical and horizontal axes of thé cir- |
cumplex) for Leyel I (Public Communi- %
cation) is obtdined by converting’ MMPI |
scores according to a formula cdiputed %
by Leary and Coffey (1954) and a simi-
lar score for Level III (Private Com~-
munication) was computed from fhe rate~--"
ings of TAT material by three tr#ined
Variation-betweel Tevel II
and V scores. indicated "self-dissatis- |
faction and motivation for change," i
and.discrepanciegs between Level I, II,
and V scores were viewed as indicating
"possible future therapeutic proéblems
and resistances." The check list was

measure in group therapy and'discrep- _-
ancies between the combined group's
view of each member and his view of
himself (Level\I;) were assumed to be

ness." In research situations the

Interpersonal Check List has a variety .
of uses as a multivariate sociometric
instrument. ’ -

— . |

Although the InterpefSonal Check List |
is a flexible tool, there seems to be

very little empirical basis for .tle

"multilevel" comparisons be€tween vari- . !
ous dimensions'of th ersonality

(Wiggins, 1965, 8). There does ’

exist a revg/ version of the ICL
(Kogansggd”Fordyce, 1962) which has

been uséd to study change in self~- .

ept (Kogan, Boe and Valentine,

965; Kogan, Boe, Gocka and Johnson, ,
1966; Boe, Gocka and Kogan, 1966). '
Wiggins (1968) points out that "...the
conspicuous lack of implementation of

the original'schemé for systematiza-

tion suggest(s) that the system is in '
danger of 'dropping out' along with

’,,/ffgfgelebrated principal,investigator“' -

(page 322) . Ignoring Wiggin's refer-

‘
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ence’ to Leary's extra-scholarly activi-
ties, the heuristic result of his
1950's work should speak for itself.

Blermann 5 Interpersonal Interactlon
System

Blermann (1969) has summarlzqd the
1nterpersonal interaction research
which lends support to a conceptuali-
zation of interagtion based on two bi-
polar dimensions: active expressive

vs. passive restrictive, and accep- 7a~'

tance vs. rejection. The act1v1ty d{;
mension was found to be rela ely in-
.dependent of the accept e dimension
such that active individuals would be
found at all gradations of the accep—
tance vs. rejection dimension. -,

Elermann hypothe51zed’ Odel of at-
tendlng—empa et understandlng be-
paychotherapists based on
957) circumplex model. Four

E

tive, active-positive; passive-nega-
- tive and passive-positive--were each
associated with certain adjectives
—déscribing the therapists' behaviors,
and each of the four extréme points of
the dimensions were associated with
certain other adjectives. ' For .example,
in “the active-negative quadrant Bier-
mann placed the adjectives "demanding"
and "controlling," and at the extreme
of the rejecting dimension the adjec-
tives "rejecting," "hostxle" and
l'cold "
Citing various research findings with
therapy patients and experimental sgb—
jects, Biermann argued that a high
level of positive activity contributes
more to client progress and favorable
outcome of therapy than does either
positive passivity or negative acti-
vity and that relationships between

-Therapist, behaviors related to the

parent and child and teacher and stu-
dent could be copceptualized along the
same set of dimensions and would yield
the same results in studies of the re-

|

lationship between parent ‘or teacher P
behaviors and the child's personal ‘ )
g.

development and emotional well-bei

combination of active and positive di-

'mensions were described by Biermann as

"empathetic," "gommitted" and "encoun-
tering." At the extreme of the acti-

vity dimension were_the adjectives

"active," "structured," "concrete,"
"confronting," "expressive," "vital-

izing" and "génuine," while the ex~

treme of the acceptance dimension was
represented by the adjectives "prlz—

ing," "loving" and "warm." Accordlng .
to Biermann, the most powerful effects

are obtained from combinations (repre-
sented in his four quadrants) of the

two dimen'sions,

-~

Schutz' Fundamentil

Interpersonal Relations Orientations
|

The Fundamental Interpersonal Rela-
tions Orientations (FIRO) system of
,Schutz (1958) has been neglected until
qulte recently (Wiggins, 1968).

Schutz has not given explicit atten-
tion to the circumplex types of models
such as those of Foa (1965}, Leary
(1957), or Lorr and McNair Y1963).
the other hand, Schutz' system has
many similarities with the Lorr and
McNair model. It is based on three
interpersonal needs: (l) the need for
1nc1u31on, (2) 'the need for control;

and (3) fhe need for affection. For .
each of these three basic 1nterper56n1\“
al needs Schutz has included three
general types. One type is deficient
and is indicative of a lack of any ef-

-
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"joirny and’ initéract withbther people. a definite iden

An individual asks, Who am I? 1Is characteristids yof & number of .differ-
-there something about me which would ent individdals. ' d .
make me desirable enough to others to .
include me in their activities?® Im- When 1's inclusion needs
plied in this concern with identity is are not even rem%ly met there is a
a desire to be understood and to make possibility that he will create a fan~
one's characteristigg known so that tasy world in whic\\he is &accepted by
there will be approval (Schutz, 1967). others. Since inclusion is assumed to
The inclusion types consist of (® the be the first stage {f interpersonal re- .
undersocial; (2) the oversocial; and lations, and corresponds to the oral /
(3) the social (Schutz, 1958). The stage in psy‘choanalytic theory, severe
undersocial type represents a person frustration in thjis area can result in
who is introverted and withdrawn. He  éxtremely regressive behavidr if any
experiences a conscious desire to psychological,patho]{pgy doeg develogpy,
maintain distance, buff also an unton- Thus, it tends f:p manifest.itsel# in. .
" scious desire to have others pay.atten- . an extremely regressed behaviof pat-’
tion to him. Sinck rejection {s too ¢ tern which is most Jypical ¥ schizo= * .
paihful to accept, this type of indi- phreniag . ' — >
vidual will not run the risk of being * L e - C. ®
ignored. There'is a general feeling o RS / / ]
.qf being worthless and‘ a lack of in-/ * Copitrol. The need for qaﬁtrol in-

.‘. ) */ o . Q\ A ’
Q (:‘ \ ] ) ’ T . ,
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fort at .need satisfaction. Another izing the uUndersocial person but, of . .
type is excessive and is manifested in course, the\bebavior is the Opposite. ;
the form of constant attempts at satlis- The interpersonal inteéeractibtn of the \
fying one of the basic needs. The oversocial type will be characterized . ' f\
last type is ideal and indicates ap- by compelling people to.pay attention ,%% C
propriate need satisfaction (Schutz, to him. . : , . : o !
1958). - A o .
The social type can feél comfortable
\ with people or without people. He
The Satisfaction of Interpersonal does not feel compelled to téke a lead- _ -
Needs \ L ing"rcﬁe“ﬁi:ﬁ a group d may Lilay any ) -
: &, -~ number Sf‘different/roles depending on
Inclusion. The need for inclusion rep- the group and situation. At the same

resents the basic humar},neéﬂo belong, time he is capable of very intense~in-

the fear of exclusion”and desire to volvement in grog{) activities. He has.
ty which is comprised °

Problems of identity are relevant heré. of his own unigue synthesis of the

terest in living. , Schutz feels’ thatam

vplves thé decifion making process in
this lack of interest in living is i

- « . -
nterpersonal” interaction, and is con-

quite important sinc®\it\affects many cerned withisuch areas as power and
other variables such as e\SﬁhusiaSm, authority. This need ‘ranges fxom an
involvement and perserverahice. intens/e/preoccupat;ion with” power to a
. - desire & be controlled and have no Y‘
The oyersocial ftype ig extroverted and ! respﬁrﬁibi%ﬂyrmf . ]
needs ‘to be surro#nded by people con- trol can be seen in resistan(éé\to the
stantly. . The interpersonal dynafics othex's,attempts-at control, er in
are ruch t}?é same as those character- $ total submissioft to the other's wron- ¥ -
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trol. For example, independence and
rebellion are behaviors illustrative
of .a refusal to be controlled. Con-
trol behavior is often hidden and
there is hot necessarily a marked need
for v151b111ty (Sschutz, 1967).

Schutz' control types are: (1) the
abdicrat; (2) the autocrat; and (3)
the democrat (Schutz, 1958)., The abdi-
crat is’submissive and avoids all
forms of power and responsibility.
His basic fear is that he will not re-
celve help”from other people when he
needs help, and that he will be faced
with more responsibility than he can
manage. He generally devalues himself
and feels that he does not deserve
what respect he receives from others.
He expresses hostility through passive
resistance, since any form of overt
aggression would be threatening. !
o
The autocrat is often a dominating in-
dividual, and needs a power structure
in which he finds himself at the top.
He fedrs that if he doesn't dominate,
people will dominate him. Frequently
such needs are displaced in the form
of achieving athletic or intellectual
superiority.

The democrat has)|come to terms in his:
interpersonal relations with others in
the control area. e can give or take
orders equally well depending upon the
context. He accepts himself and his
competence. He has no feelings of
helplessness when faced with. responsi-
bility.

/
Individuals who cannot accept control
are close in personality structure to
the psychopathic categary. In Freu
ian terms, the superego has not defel-
oped and an appropriate parental mage
has not been lnternallzed .

_ner.

1

f

|
Affection, The need for affection in-
volves thme dynamics of love and-
between two people. These are the
most personal of the interpersonal dy-
namics. When affective interaction is
found in groups it is the result of
the differentiation between members of
the group and specific friendships
within the group. The major dynamics
in this aréa are closeness or farness
and these operate in relations which
are already formed (Schutz, 1967).

Schutz (1958) distinguishes three af-
fection types: (1) the underpersonal;
2) the overpersopnal; and (3) the per- -
sonal (Schutz, 1958). The underper-
sonal type avoids close personal rela-

" tionships and wants others to do the

same. Unconsciously he needs a close
affectional relationship. He has a
basic fear that no one loves him. The
resulting.behavior . may be either to
openly reject people (before theyscan
reject him) or to be friendly to every-
one. .
The overpersonal type tries to get
«very @lose to people and wants every-
one to treat him in a elose personal
manner. When he strives for this di-
rectly, he will behave in a confiding,
intimate and extremely personal man=

A more subtle approach will in-
volve attempts to punish people for
not responding in a close personal way.

The personal type is coiifortable in a
close personal relatlonshlp\but can

also respond well in circumstances re-

quiring emotional distance. He can
accept being disliked and is capable
of realizing that the dislike is the
result of a relationship and not the .
result of the p0551blllty of his belng
unlovable.

~

<
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Neuroses commonly stem from d@stur-
bances in the area of affection. If
appropriate attitudes are not formed

in the stage shortly preceding true af-
fectional behavior, there can be seri-
ous problems in this area. Schutz
turns to Munroe (1956) for this expla=:

lations stemming from the phallic

LR

tt:nation of conflicts in affectional re-

stage.

&
The FIRO-B

¥
FIRO-B stands for "Fundamental Inter-
personal Relations Orientation-Behav-
ior," a measuring instrument which is
central to Schutz' theory.

'The FIRO-B was developed both to mea-
sure interpersonal interaction and to
predict types of interaction based on
information from FIRO-B alone. In
Schutz' 'terms this measuring instru-
ment was ‘designed to measure an indi-
vidual's behavior toward others (e) as
well as what he wants from others (w).
Six sceores are obtained: (1)_ex- .
pressed inclusion behavior (el);

(2) wanted inclusion behavior (wl);

(3) expressed control behavior (e€);
(4) wanted control behavior (wC);

(5) expressed affection behavior (eA);
and (6) wanted affection behavior (w®).

Schutz used Guttman's (1950) technique
for cumulative scale analysis to con-
struct items for the six séores above.
This type of scale analysis is based
on developing scale items regularly de-
creasing in popularity. Thus, items
will be accepted sequentially up to a
point by the respondent and then re-
jected. .

A given scale score is the result of
the number of items accepted, and
since nine items were-used for each

v
N f

&

scale, a score range ®f 0-9 exists for
each scale. The population used to
develop the test consisted of 150 sub-
jects from the Boston area collegeé
(Massachusetts Institute -of Technology,
Massachusetts State Teachers College,
Harvard, Boston University) as well as
a military group (Air Force reserve .
unit). X v o

i

.
#

. Poa's Extension of
Facet Design and Analysis

Foa (1958) was first concerned with
he problem of finding the basic inter-
lationships of such varied interper-
sonal dynamics as attraction, similar-
ity of values, empathy and mutual
satisfaction. He Suggested that the
universe of such concepts could be re-
duced to its underlying factors or
elements by looking for contiguous -
elements in the phenomena. Guttpman
(1954; and 1954-1955) had recently
developed a systematic approach to re-
'search design which utilized this .no-
tion of contiguity--namely facet de-
sign--which recognizes that variables
with similasg structures will be simi-
lar empirically. ’

Foa (1965) pointed out that facet de-
sign and analysis of' interpersonal )
interaction is a logical extension of
multivariate resgarch design. Facets
represent a way of systematically de-
fining a set of variables in terms of
more basic sets; henceé facet design
had obvious applicability in an area
such as interpersonal‘interaction,
with its myriad, overlapping, loosely
defined variables. Foa's unique con-
tribution to'the interpersonal inter-
action literature is his theoretical
explanation of the basic facet struc-
ture from which a circumplex ordering

.

4
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of interpersonal behavior is generated
(Wiggifs, 1968), Most researchers in
this area are primarily interested in
the empirical properties of ordering.
While Foa is also concerned with appli-

cations and organization of the litera-

turd’, his most suggestive work has
beenbwith the deductive use of facet
design and analysis--in other words,
with its predictive possibilities
rather than its desériptive features.

~

The Facets of Behavior

Basically, Foa (196 has stated that
interpersonal behavior may be viewed
as either giving or taking away love
and status. The object of the giving
or takiﬁg can be either the self or
the other. Foa (1964) defined inter-
personal behavior in terms of three
facets related to these generaliza-
tions. The first facet was content of
behavior and the concern was whether
or not the behavior was accepting or
rejecting. The second facet was ob-
Jject of behavior, which he specified
as being either towards the self or
towards the other. The third facet
was mode of behavior which was desig-

-

. stages.

Assumed Stages of Differentiation (Foa; 1964, g.

13

dAated as either emotional (love) or
social (status).

It is interesting to note the emphasis ,
that Foa places on the attitude that an
individual has toward himself in ¢on-
nection with interpersonal interaction.
De Charms (1968) stresses the fact

that both the knower and the known

take part in any human interaction,

and that knowledge of self is appro-
priate to use in assessing people with
whom one interacts. (The danger of
anthropomorphism, which occurs in at-
tempting to understand "thipgs" is not
present in this type of situation.)

Viewing these facets from a develop-
mental standpoint, Foa (1964) proposed
that children learn to differentiate
their world in three corresponding
First, the child differen-
tiates by content and accepts or re-
jects what is in his immediate envi-
ronment. The next differerftiation is
between himself and others &s objects
of behavior. The third differentia-
tion is between love and status. This
process of differentiation is repre-
sented below in Figure 4.

-

5).
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The center circle in Foa's model is
the most basic and represents the dif-
ferentiation of acceptance and rejec-
tion. This circle is immedidtely sur-
rounded by a circle which sets off
self from other. A third circle is
divided into two verticle sections rep-
resenting status (social) and two hori-
-zontal sections representing love (emo-
tional). The outer circle, which is
divided into numbered séctions and en
closes all of the other tircles, rep-
resents eight types of interpersonal’
behavior which result from the com-
binations of the various subdivisions .
" of the 1nneroc1rcles. .

h The result is that Foa's thrée facets
generate eight ways of classifying in-
terpersonal behavior which'may be fol-
lowed on the circumplex model section
by section as follows: (1) social
acceptance of other; (2) emotional ac-
ceptance of other; (3) emotional accep-
tance of self; (4) social acceptance
of self; (5) social rejection of self;
(6) emotional rejection of self;

(7) emotional rejection of other; and
(8) social rejection of other.

. . " .
These eight types of behayior are ex-
pected to correlate with e another
tO/the degree that they are near to

“ each other in -the cir umplex order.

circumplex is essentially an inter-

correlation matrix, in which the high-
est correlations may be found on ei-

‘ther side of the main diagonal. Cor-

relations decrease as they move away

from the diagonal and later increase
as the diagonal is approachéd from

the other side (Guttman, 1954). For

example, when the relationships of the

intercorrelation matt¥ix are trans-
ferred to the circumplex model, as in"

Figure 4, type one would correlate

higest with type two, least with type

five (which is the type most removed,

| Y
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s
i.e., 180° on the ‘circumplex), and
then the correlation would rise again
for types six, seven and eight, pro-
gressively.

Research applicatjons of, Foa's facet
design of behavior. In research using
such a circumplex model, answers to in-
erpersonal test items from question-
nairesg are weighted by degree of favor-
ableness .to the interpersonal rela-
tionship under consideration. For
example, a low score gould indicate ",
either weak acceptance or strong re-
jection of the relationship. ' A posiJ
tive coefficient between acceptance

and rejection would indicate that the

stronger the acceptance, the weaker
the rejection. s

! /// N - g
TWO §tudié§‘run ih I$rael will illus-
trate how Foa's facet design approach
aids in the conceptualization and ex-
planation of intefbersonal interaction
as well as shpplying empirical verifis~
cation for the relétionships"postulat&\
ed in his circumplex. The first study
(Foa, 1962) was of 633 married couples
who came from either, a ‘'western cultur-
al background (Ashkenazi) or a middle
eastern background (Sephardi and Ori-
ental). Brief stories were prepared
which illustrated each of the eight -
types of behavior represented in the
circumplex model above._ These stories
centered around married partners' ac-
ceptance or rejection of each other
and themselves. Subjects were asked
whether or not they behaved in a man-
ner similar to that of the characters
in the stories. The résults of the
study indicated that the coefficients
of correlation followed the pattern
predicted by the circumplex.

Iﬂ the second study (Foa, 1964) this
population was divided into two groups

10
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according to eastern or western back- from the nonself (obéeﬁ}er and non-
! ground_ and several cultural -differ- observer). The child giscovers this v
ences weére found. In the western differentiation in the pre-Oedipal
group there was a greater relationship phase when he learns to distinguish
between subjects' behavior towards between-his mother and himseif. The .
their spouses ‘and their behavior next circle indicates what actually
toward themselves. Emot*onal and happens (actual) and what ought to
) social behavior ‘were found to-be more happen (ideal). In this’'stage the
- interrelated in the middle-eastern . child learns that there are things
_\\‘\Eroup while the relationship between ) which he does which bring approval
the content-behaviors of acceptdnce from his mother, The third cirele in-
and rejection, ‘although not statisti- troduces the point 4f view--a further
cally significant,. was greater for the differentiation between the point qof
western group; ] view of the intefacting self (actor)
: . . o and the point of view &f the othe )
The Facets of Perception (nonactor). , - ) ‘.
. ¢ "’ / .
The next development in Foa's facet - '/
* approach was the conceptualization of ' ReYationships between Perceptual and
perceptual ‘types. Figure 5, below, Behavépral Facets
represent%\his circumplex model for . . . . “\—{/
this type of interpersonal dynaqig, When Foa's conceptualization of per- . .
! ; . ceptual types is combined with his be~
— This model formalizes the perceptual havioral types, the following (Table I)
] g
) types into three basic stages. e in~ ' emerges. oo U |
- ner cixcle represents the most basic . . ,
differentiation, which is’ the self The combination of any perteptual type
) » /-.. ’ ~ -
~ L)
K}
.
. L4 A a> .
/\ . N \‘_ J
) ' . ~
- - "l’
¢
@ ’ )\
——— 14 -
N . r} ~
\' Figaure 5. Assumed Stages of Differentiation of Perceptual Types

(Foa, 1964, p.5). N . . ~“‘\-\\\\\




16

-

-

_; . Table I. FaEet Definition of the Variables of an Observer - *

*
(Foa, 1966, page 3).
Perceptual Type ) Behavioral Type \'—'\ ’
A ‘ ) - Content - N
. Object Acceptance Rejection
Actor Level Alias Other Self . self -~ other <
R . , _
- -H-\ '_‘ - t '_‘ '_‘ <
. - d o M o .
‘ o . g a g o
‘ -~ 0 O H . H .0 o ’
‘ s A " [ ™ B R
' o - D D T T
B o 2 2 o 5 2 2 o
. = ) 5 ' i 8 a & & §
Type — -
. — : 1 2 34 5 6 7 8
- N - -
» -
\ N
| Nonobserver  Actual Nonactor 1°
or Other ) ‘
» . Actor IT : N
L " Ideal’ M\‘ Actor 111
' R > R [
. . ¢, Nonaftor v . . )
7 ’ X
. N N - oy
, Observer  ° Ideal ’ Nonactor v’ RN
‘ or Self ' . ] o s .
. . Actor VI A :
. . ¢ ‘ <2 r N
Actual - Actor Coviz , ,
. . 12 v’ e~ .
Nonacteor VIII . ‘
‘ Al
- v ’
i . . . ¢
’ - ! y
L0 , 16 ’ g
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with any beﬁavioral type defines a
variable, .resulting in 64 possible _
variables (8x8). ~For example, the
variable defined by Row I, Column 1,
is concerned with "...to what degree
does the observer perceive, from his
point of view, that the other (non-
observeY) accepts him socially?" (Foa,
1966, page 3).

Column 7, is QS..to what degree does
the observer feel that he ought to re-
ject the other emotionally (to’'deny
him love)?" (Foa, 1966, page 3). This

n one realizes that the variables’
in Rows I-I¥, Columns 1l-2 and 7-8 rep-
resent what the obserxver receives from
the nonobserver. In contrast, Rows V-,

. N
ceives from the observer.
¥

<&
[

. , S 2

‘ot

States of Di
. : in .the Family of Oriemtation’ of a ..

Figure 6.

Male Child.

The psychological mean-
ing of the variable defined by Row III,

:;zle becomes much more comprehensible

VIII represent what the nonobserver re-

1

Foa (1966) presents another schematic
model call a "ringex," which is a de-
rivative of Table I. However,'the
table adequately depicts the concep-
tual relationship of Foa's facet theo-
ry of interpersonal jinteraction for
the purposes of this review. :

Foa's model of perdeption and behavior
in a group interaction. Foa, Trindis
and Katz (1966) have shown that the
Foa paradigm can be used to concep-
tualize not“only binary interpersonal
interaction, but also such spegific
types of group behavior as family in-
teraction.

As can be seen in Figure 6 represent-"—
ing the son in a family, the innermost

‘circle of self-other corresponds to
Foa's (1966) model of stages of differ-
- P ]

-

fferentiation of Roles ° S

(Foa, Triandas, and

Katz, 1966, page 317). Coe

19
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entiation of perceptual types and re-
fers to the same basic process of 4dif-
ferentiation of self from-others,

This is the flrst stage (pre-Oedipal)
that leads up to differeentiation by
sex in the phalllc phase, when the '
father is seen as a separate social
object from the mother (Parsons, Bales
and Olds, 1955), Finally, differen-
tiation by generation occurs, al
Foa et al were not completely ¢dn- .
vinced that there is A time 1nterval
betwden sex differenfiation and genera
tion different®##¥PEn. (They recognizé

”_»;he*p6§51b¢llty that such an interval

)
1
1
’
-
|

may be quite short or even nonexis-
tent.) The outer circle indicates the
eight possible roles generated“by the
inner circles. As in Foa s other mod-
els, if two roles are ‘near to each
other on the outer circle, the types
of behaviors. called for-in tHese two
roles will be similar

.
-
c
- '
o
i . 4 N

Lorr's and McNair's Critique of Foa

"Foa's work has been critized by Lorr

and McNair (1965) for using types
whlch are too abstract and inferential,
i.e., "social acceptance of other," .-
They regarded the actual rated state-
ments as overlapping and.found it 4dif-
ficult to discover just what types of
interpersonal behaviors were involved,
(The example they cited was: "Isaac

thinks his wife is very successful and *

especially esteems her personality and
her actions." Foa, 1964, page 518.) -
They also objected that the facets
love and status were not defined. . An
additional dlfflculty w1th Foa's deel
is that-khe c1rcumplex relatlonshlps
were the result of an unusual scoring
procedure (Lorr and McNalr 1965). A
tween accep~-

tance and rejection mgant that the:
the lower the .

higher the accgptahce

.. Lorr and McNalr criggglzed for exam-

*d next to the shortest waves (violet),

it

«
- Al
% "1 *
9,
%
%
? A
- <
2 \
. rejectigp; whereas if conventional
o A
scoring had been used, the correla-

tions betyeen accepting and rejecting
interpersonal béhd’ior would have been
negative. , Hence, the result of the
usual scoring would have been a model
that was only half a cirfle.

ple, the fact that acceptaiice of ‘other
‘(sqcisl) and rejection of other (so-
cial) are situated next to each other
on Foa's circumplex of interpersonal
behavior. This may or may not be a
valid objection.--—- Drawing on models
of physical phenomena and their per-
ceptlon for parallel examples, one
might point out'that the traditional
color wheel is a useful model for pre-
dicting the rules of pigment mixing,
eVéﬁ‘thoug&kthe longest light waves on
the v151bl§ scale (red) are represent- _

o

Lorr-and McNair also criticize Foa's
use ‘of only three facets. However,
this criticism was made a year pre-
vious to the publication (Foa, 1966).
in which he demonstratéi how' 64 inter-
personal variables could be_genera
from his combined behavioral and pér-
ceptual models,

4

The Lorr and McNair
Interpersonal Behavior Inventory

’Lorr's and McNair's Circumplex Model

of Inteipersonal Interaction
Lorr and McNair developed a c1rcumplex
model of interpersonal interaction ,
based on the work of Murray (1938),

Horney. (1945), Schutz (1958), Lanrge

" and Suczek (1955), and Stern (1958).

Lorr dhd McNair first postulated 13-
categorles derived from the above
sources and from their own "clinical .

4
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hunches." These catégorie;£ﬁ€;;1
(1) Dominant, (2) Competitige-Exploi-
tive, (3) Autonomous-Critical, (4) Hos-

tile, (5) Suspicious, (6) gocially
Withdrawn, (7) Self-effacing and Anx-
ious, ( ) Controlled- -Conforming,

(9) Dependent-Deferent (10)“Affilia-
tive, (1ll) Nurturant, (12) Outgoing-
Sociable, and (13) Impulsive-Emotional.

— ~the circumplex:

Ten psychologists then wrote state- -
ments appropriate to each of these
categories, producing 171 statements
which could be answered yes or no,

: Using these items, therapist ratings
of 211 male and %35 female outpatients
‘in individual therapy were collected
from 163 psychologists and psychia-

, trists along with ratings of 86 nor-
mals. After correlations among
ratlngs on these 171 items we

procedure was used t extrac\”‘é g
centroid factors frogh?ﬁé“therapist
raﬁing data. Some of these were sub-
sequently«removed because of their
brevity or because they did not fit _
into a circular order. There, remained
nine scales which are presented in a
Circumplex model in Figure 7,

Correspondencies between)Lorr's and
McNair's circumplex and 8he models of
other theorists. Lorr ahd McNair dis-
cuss their-interpersonal circle in _.
terms of the xonvergeptes with séveral
of the major corresponding conceptuali-
zations. The top section in their cir-
cumplex describes dominant, control-
ling and exploitivé behavior. On the
immediate left -one finds the hostile
and rebellious combination. Next,
there is the category of suspicious-
ness and mistrust. Thege three cate- *
gories correspond to Leary's (1957)
circumplex categorles of Managerial-

=
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Autocratic;, Blunt-Aggressive, and %
Skeptical-Distrustful., There is also
some ‘relationship to Horney's (1945)
movemegt\agains% people, and Schutz'
(1358) need for control.

The second sector of the Lorr and
McNair interpersonal circle is com-
prised of the following categories on
(1) Inhibited-Re-
served; (2) Abasive; and (3) Passive-
Dependency. \The‘pqrresponding cate-

gories in Leary's system would be 2

Modest-Self-Effacing and Docile-
dent.

»

)
e third éiﬁ%or of the ‘interpersonal

’ jonds to Schutz' affec-
SR vg;l&ble. his sector comnsists
(1} Sociable; (2) Affiliative-
ting; and (3) Nurturant-Supportlve.

vCiability is missing from Ledry's pre-

"‘sentation.

Three overall factors were extracted
from the nine variables. The first

factor appeaxed to be one of Control ’

and was defined by Dominance-Competi-
+tiveness, Hostility, Independence,
Sociability and some Suspicion, The
second factor was Intropunitiveness

and fitted with Passive-Dependency and

Abasiveness, This factor probably
correspogds to Stern's Submissive-
Restrained factor, while Schutz has no
counterpart in his system. The third
factor is bipolar, with one end of the
continuum represented by Affiliative-
ness' (defined by afflllatlveness or
affection, nurturance and soc1ab1&1ty)
- and the other end by Withdrawal (de-
fined primarily by inhibition, hostil-
ity and_suspicion). ' This factor cor-
responds to-Schutz' affection variable

2L
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which extends from overpersonal
through personal to underpersonal

\

L

necessary to first arrange the behav-
ior categories on the basis of some
Prior knowledge of the variables

which may be either empirical or tMeo-

Experimental'verificatiop of a hypthe- retical. As was pointed out in con-
tical interpersonal behavior circle. nectien with Foa's work, the correla-
~ In this first study Lorg and McNair tions WLll increase the closer they
had evidence for a nihe category cir- are in sequence if there is in fact a
cumplex but they also constructed a, circular orderlng. ‘The predicted se-~

bac&ed

evidence but was more com- der, and the principal diagonal w1l -

hypothetical model which was not-yet , ° 9quence will coincide with the rank or- 1
|

prehensive.’ This hypothetical behav- contain the highest positive correla- .,

ioral circle is presented in Figure 8, tions (Lorr and MoNair, 1965). '

Lorr and McNair (1965) were. concerned The first study used outpatﬁgnts who )
with finding suppért for the above’ hy— _ had been in individual psychoﬁherapy “\m i
~pothetical interpersonal ‘circle cop- at least three months, and was con-

sisting of 16 interperspnal behavior ducted much the game as Lorr and e
categories., They went about this ver- McNair, 1963. The result of the data

ification by conductlng three addition- analysis indicated that the“hypothe-

al experiments with both psychiatric sized Withdrawal and Autonomy factors
outpatients and normal subjects. 1In could not be used. The Conformity and
order to verify a circular rank order ResponSLBlllty factors” were not used,

of such behavior categories, it is

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Figure 8,
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since it wag,felt that they were not

:ﬁ

L]

My

. Passive~Depandent .
7 .
. W

\\. - \" .'

Hypothetical Ingérpersonal Behavior
Circle (Lorr &'McNair, 1963, page 73). '
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sufficiently interpersonal in nature.
Another problem resulted when it be-
came apparent that the Passive- Depen—
dent cluster could be split into’two
separate facto¥s whi'ch were Submissive-
ness and Succorance, Twelve ‘cate-
gories remained after the first experl-
ment.,

The second experiment hypothesized 16
" interaction categories which were

‘based on all previous work.

These

categories were:

(1) Dominance;

.

¢

. ;-
result that 14 of the catetories fit-
ted into the hypothesized circumplex
ordering. The Autonomy factor was
excluded due to the fact that it was
not sufficieptly defined, and the Suc-
corance catzggry was excluded because
it did not fit into the c1rcular or-
der.

A group of "normals" consisting of 290
individuals of both sexes and repre-

_ senting a wide range of occupations

and socio-economic classes was also

. (2) Recognition; (3) Hostility; studied. The same circular order of-
(4) Mistrust; (5) Autonomy;.(6) De- categories was found w1th the”Hofmals h
tachment; (7) Inhibition; (8) Abase- as was found with thejdﬁtpatlents.
ment; (9) Submissiveness; (10) Suc-~
corance; (11) Deference; (12) Agree- > N , .
ableness; (13) Nurturance; (14) Af- The Empirically Defined Categories of
‘ fection; (15) Sociability; and (16) Ex- the IBI ¢
hibition.
) Slnce this circumplex of categories )

' Another similgq study with nonpsy- ‘represehts the best experimentally

chotic outpatients was madeﬁjiﬁpfthe . tested and clearly defined dimensions

. .
< - [ o

P Dominancs
. rostility Soslability
R ! Mistrust Affection ‘ .
« Detaclment Murturance ;
/
. . Inhibition Mrecablensss
El
Sutmission .
’ »
S , : %
» Figure 9. The Interpersonal Circle (Lorr & McNair, %265, pagé 828) .
N - Y »
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Table II. Statements Exemplifying the 14 Interpersonal i
. Categories of IBI3 (Lorr and McNair, 1965, )
’ page 827) "
. .ot . e
Category . . o St ments
. , NS 5

_

Dominance Bosses- his friends and associates around.

Takes charge of things when he's with people.
Recognition Seizes opportunities to rival and surpass others.

StriVes for symbols of status and- superiority to others.
Hostility Ridicules, belittles, or deprec1ates others.. .

Uses a sarcastic or bltlng type of humor. . . v
Mistrust Mistrusts the intentions of others.toward him. 4y

Expresses susp1c10n when someone is especxally nice to him.
Detachment Acts businesslike end impersonal with co-w\\kers.
. .Keeps aloof from his nelghbors.
Inhibition Shows discomfort and nervousness when people watch him
N '+ or at playw .

-

Shows signs of self-consciousness with str
Abasement Blames" himself .wh interpersonal frjction glth otheérs occurs.
Apologizes fQ;/ﬁS%Ehav1ng done better when Q;Qbmpletes a task.
Submissive- Gives in rather than fight for his rights 1nv§*conf11ct.
ness Lets his fri&nds.or spous€ push him around.
Deference Carries out orders_of his superiors with zest.
' Takes the role of \\iper or supporter of authority figures.
Agreeable- Contributes positively as a member of some group or team.
ness Relates to and. treats people as equals.
Nurturance Listens sympathetically to others talk about their troubles.
Puts aside his own'work or pleasure if someone ,asks for help.
Affection . -Shows & real liking and affection for people.
' Acts .close and personal with people. .
Sociability Invites friends and acquaintances to his home. ’
Drops in to visit friends just to socialize.
Exhibition Draws attention to himself in a group by‘telling jokes and anecdotes.
Acts the clown or amuses others at a party. :

. O ‘ f - ‘ N .
‘ |
. e . . .




of interpersonal interaction, it seems Bales' Interaction
appropriate to present a table and - Process Analysis (IPa)

- figure of these categories with their ) -
representative statements. (See Table Bales' (1950, 1968, and 1970) Inter-
II and Figure 9.) action Process Analysis (IPA) repre-

: - sents a continuously developing ap-
Lorr and McNair feel that this final proach to the study of interpersonal
circumplex offers a useful conceptual interaction over several decades.
organization of otherwise unrelited Bales is concerned not only with the ~
constructs. It has the quality of development of the analysis of small
generating further explorations into "face-to-face" groups but also with
interpersonal interaction since the the applications of the findings in
. researcher may infer missing cate- the study of such small groups to
gories. // , larger social systems (Heyns and Lip- .
/ N .
S “

/e

. ) Shows solidarity, raises other's status,
‘ Social- gives help, reward:

:t::tcml Ans Shows tension release, jokes, laughs,

Positiva shows satisfaction:

Agrees, shows passive acceptance, un-
derstands,” concurs, complies:

Gives suggestion, direction, implwing

autonomy for other:

LI T

B Gives opinion, evaluation, analysis,
F- expresses feelihg, wish: //
Gives orientation, information,
, o~ Task repetition, confirmation:
A ' Area: — abcde
; . . Neutral Asks for oricntation, infom/u‘{/:n,_' -2 IF
repetition, confirmation: P
\‘ _c_—""’fsfkrfouoglnldn. evaluntl/cn, analysis, ‘
expression of feeling: -
N .
N ;
. Asks for suggestion; direction, pos- '
- sible ways of action:
~—1 &
Disagrees, shows passive zejéction, .
Social= {E?mauty, withholds help: ‘
;.:::{oml D Shows _tension, asks for help, withdraws
Negative out of field: 3 £
Shows antagonism, deflates other's
- status, defends or asserts self:
. . .
- a Problems of Comsunication /
b Problems of Evaluation ’ P
¢ Problems of Control A Positivey/Reactions -
d Problems of Decision B Attempt swers—
. ¢ Problems of Tension Reduction £ Question N
P . f Problems of Reintegration D NegatjvefReactions P -
. o . i) / /, ‘
7 1 . . 4 - A
E{gure 10, The System of Categories, Used A1y Observation . o
, and Their Major Relations (sBales, 1950, page 59). ' ?
. Z ) ;
. o
%
Q B / L Y . . -
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of groups such as teaching
inars and leadership training
oups. Before Bales (1950) finally
chose 12 basic cate ories, there were
as many as 85 and as few as five in
his system.

< -

?

Developing the 12 Basic Categories of
the IPA

categories are organized in terms of
Six primary problems in interpersonal
interaction for any group facing a
ccfithon task. A typical successful
group will go béﬁk and forth between
one or another of these problem areas
until it has found appropri te solu-

d from observation of divergent

S

tions for each area., ,
»
Communication and evaluation. The
* first problem area is referred to as
the Problems of Communication. Here,
the concern is with group members
achieving a common definition of
their situation and involves the pro-
cess of orientation.” The categories ,
. included in this problem area in the k
original IPA (Bales, 1950) were Gives
Orientation and Asks for Orientation
(categories six and seven). Bales

'K—.—-—v—(—yglo_)\later changed the tltlelﬁf e
As can be s@en from Figure 10' £Hfe 12° these categories to Gives Info ation

and Receives Information (see Flgure
11). Although both categorles were )
changed in title, only category_ﬁ;x‘\a__\
(Gives Information) was modified in .
its definition. Leaderlike acts of

* information giying and gentle manage-

ment were no “longer included in this
category.

- ! v .
Pl
j <&
A. Positive 5 1! Seems Friendly .
# (and mixed) 2? Dramatizes -. .
Actions . 3% Agrees
e i f— 3
. | B . ™
N ¢+ Gives Suggestion -
.- ». B Attempted . Gives Opinion
Answers . Gives Inf ti .
. Gl -nrormation Reciprocal 5
e - — z g or !
Asks for.Information Opposite’ Pairs /
//,/C. QuesW@ons Asks for Opinion ) . , /
Asks for Suggestion N )
' D. Negative " Disagre . ' .
(and mixed) Shows Tension
7 Actions eems Unfriendly .
” .
, ]

o

Figure 11,

20

Categories for Interaction Process Analysis
(Bales, 1970, -page 92)

”
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The second problem area is concerned
with-Evaluation. Her, thg group fo-.
cuses on dgyeloplng a common value
system related to the evaluations of
task-cehtered solutions. The 'cate-
gories included in this problem area
are Gives Oplnlon and Asks for Opin-
ion (categories five and eight) (Bales,
1950) . They are concerned with evalua-
tlon, analysis and expression of feel-
.ing. Bales (1970 not<ghanged
either of these categoried in title or
‘defln}tloq. -
Control d decision. The third prob-
lem area is Control, This area fo-
cuses on group members' attempts to
influence each other. The categories
in this problem area are lees Sug-
gestion and Asks for Suggestlon (cate-
gories four and nine) (Bales, 1950).
The titles have not changed in Bales'
(1970) later system but the deflnltlons
of both categories have been broadened,
The emphasis is not only on direction,
but also upon evidences of ascendance

/and submission.

&
7

{AFullToxt Provided by ERIC

with thi

sion Release and Shows Tension.
sion Release was assumed to‘be associ-

The fourth problem area is Decision,
Here, the group must arrive at a final
decision on its areas of concern. The
categories included in this problem
area are Agrees and Disagrees (cate-
gories three and ten). Thesé cate-
gorles are related to accepting-
rejecting and helping-resisting‘behav-
iors (Bales, 1950). They were not
changed in Bales' (1970) later system,

. .

Tension and reintegration. The fifth

p blem area involves the groups cop-

Img_with Tension,

The 1950 categories

.(categorgés two and eleven) concerned

problem afea were Shows Ten-
Ten-

'
.

’

¢
minor signs of frlendllness

.

I3

ated with joking, laughing and showing
.satisfactton., Ten51on was agsumed to
be present ‘when there were requests
for help or withdrawdls. Bales (1970)
changed the title of category two’to
Dramatizes after finding that laugh-
ing often indjicated a sign of tension.
Consequently/ laughing was put into
the category Shows Tension (category

joking was kept in cate-
gory .two.

CaQESEiy eleven kept jts
original gitle) t category two was

changed fo Dramatjzes, since Bales

form &f tension release.

The sixth problem area is concerned
with group Relntegragﬂon. The 1950 -
categdries in this area were Shows
Solid&@Pity and Shows Antagonism (cate-
gorles one and eleven). These cate-
gories were related to’ -raising or low-
ering status and helping or not help-
ing. Bales (1950) changes these cate-
gory titles to Seems Friendly and
Seems Unfriendly, Thls change was
made in order to 1ncrease the~number
of ratings in these categories by _
observers. The word "seems" was g

chosen to encourage rafers~to include

The word
frlendly was chosen both because it

“had greater "common sense" appeal and

-

because it was a better fit for less
ascendant positive ac!s.

As can be séen from Figure 10, sthese
12 categories may alsqf be organized on
the basis -of four othqf classifica-*
tlons. Positive Reagtions (A--cate-
gories one and four)/and Negative-®
Reactions (D--categories ten and
twelve) are concerned with social-
emotional problems,.in interpersonal
interaction andz e not task oriented,
The task, area (Bﬁé) is a nural area
and mdinly conc?rned w1th problem
solving., The ﬁask area B 15’%1as§*-

=1 . =
>
)

]
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fied as Attempted Answers and includes
categories four through six. The tas%/
.area C, clas ied as Questions in-

represent an evaluative space. The ‘
following spatial metaphor is sug—///
gested as an aid to memory and s

cludes categories seven through nire. ?  visualization: an increase power

of the person may be thought of as i
Applying the IPA as an Observation upward movement, a decrease as down-
Instrument ) . ward; an increase in liking of the

person, or afféctionate feeling for
In Bales' system the group observer . im, m3y be thought of as a moyement -
makes his observations from the stand- “'to the right‘(called positive),

o point of a group member (Heyns and the opposite, an increase in dislik )

Lippitt, 1954). In fact, the only F ) of him, mgy be thought of as a move-
real dlfference between.thefébserver ment to the left (called negative)._.
and any other group member iS5 that Finally, an increase ip his-eqntri-
the observer is familiar with the bution tq/gzoup’%égks may é;f;?ijgii///
allove set of categories which _guide of as mé&ement forward, and tXe op=
his observation. The unit of observa- posite, interference with group
tion is any classifiable verbal or tasks, may be thought of as movement
n _interpefSonal act. The backward.
final scores are varied. Categories (Weick, 1968, page 397)
can be computed for individuals as \ ! M
well as'the entire gr0up. Ratio Bales' diagnostic system is based on v

scores can\also be ‘computed. For
example, the‘npmber of acts in one
category can be compared to the number

. of acts in that same category plus

e “ﬂwgmuxther category. o R S

Bales' Three~Factor Diagnostic System

gales' later work (Baleg, 1968 “Ba es, *
1970)" develops a dlagnostlc system in
addition to his traditional férm of >
Interaction Process Analysis, 1In con4
" nection with this diagnostic system he
" has hyPethesized a three-factor Social-
Psychological Evaluative space. ' These
three dimensions are: (1) Power;
(2) Affection; and (3) Conformity to
Group Norms (or Contribution to Group
Tasks). Weick (1968) describes a spa-
tial metaphor which makes Bales' (1970)
déagnostic system much more comprehen-
sible.

NG

~

.

These dimensions are orthogonal and

o2

" seems to _be talkative, active and

such a!spatial conceptualization. He
describes 27 personality types with
symbolics~representations of their
place in an orthogonal evaluatlve

o ettt bR s vty e sbetans < e
a

space.

Upward personality types. Type U (up-
ward) is oriented toward material suc-
cess and power, but neither value- nor d
-task-oriented in his group behavivr.
“This is elther friendly nor un-
friendly to other group members and

powerful. He tyg\fally overestimates
hlS value for a, group\task, however.\

Type UP (upwara-p051t1ve) is oriented
toward social \success and pgpularlty,
is sowially ang sexually extroverte&,
but neither fo nor, against the groqp
tdsk. His feeli g of involvement is

expansive and he \tends to take a~posi-
tion of "receptive leadership" in a ~_
group. ! . )
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Type UPF (upward-positive-forward) is
oriented toward social solidarity and
progress. Rated high‘on "leadership"
by group members, he generally takes
the initiative in leading the group
in a task- or value-oriented direction
and is cooperative with orcat least
tolerant of more negative types.

.

Type UF (upward-forward) is oriented
toward group loyalty and cooperation,
He is too ascendant to be consistently
friendly or unfrlendly and identifies
himself with an impersonal "plan" to
which he expects the other group mem- '
bers to be loyal. He typically at-
tempts to erase individual dlfferences
in a“group but—is not really equali-
tarian. .

Type UNF (upward-negative-forward) is
oriented toward autocratic authority
and .takes the initiative in a value-

or task-oriented direction'becaqse he .
assumes that he is morally superior to
the rest of the group. He is dominat-
ing and unfri¥endly and projects his

own bad 1mpulse§ onto others, but
typically does not perceive that others
dlsllkelh}m. . -

Type UN (upward-negatige) is oriented
toward tough-minded assertiveness and
derives satisfaction mainly from show-
ing his power and superioérity., He is
dominating, hostile and unfriendly to
gfggp members and tends to overempha-
size aggressive masculinity. .

12
\

Type UNB (upward-negative-backward) is
oriented toward rugged individualism
and gratificatioh and is both hostile,
and rebellious., He plays the group
"outlaw" and seems exploitative and
self-centered, as well as deviant and
high on disagreement. He generally
tends to be expressive and jokes and
dramatizes a great deal of the time.

»

i3

~
I e

" Type UB (upward-backward) is orie !
toward value-relativism and expre2§f§§>—-h
nontask oriented, unconventional and .
strongly ascendant. He seems neither
friendly nor unfriendly, although he
sees himself as extroverted and enter-
taining. He is least likely to accept
authorlty but escapes conflict by jok-
ing and dramatlzlng his own and others'
underlying ten51onst
Type UPB (upward—positive-backward)vis
oriented toward emotional supportive-
ness and warmth and is free to give
unconditional love and praise. He
1dent1f1es the self with the pdwe
give ‘and elicit affection, is nu
ant and open, permissive and
sive d4nd tends to be liberal
somewhat unconventional,
may be a little too ascendant -for
others to like him, and is low on task-
oriented activity. :
Positive and negative personality
‘types. Type P (positive) is oriented
toward equalitarianism and demon-
strates this by approaching others as
equals without concern for their sta-

" tis, task-relevance or conventionality.
He appreciates others as individuals
and is friendly, sociable, informal
and modest. Like UPB, he has no defi-
nite orientation'towa;d a task, but he
is a positive, moderating force in a
group.

-

.
3

LType PF (positive~-forward) is oriented
towdrd’ altruistic love and is also
equalitariah in interaction, although
he is moderately likely to speak for
conservative group beliefs, He co~¢
operates with the task orientation of

. others and generally supblies agree-
ment, although he is not submissive.
He is an optimistic idealist and has -
an important facilitating role in a
group.

.
.
N R .
.
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" individualistic isolationism.
/

Jbelief..

238 , N >

Type P (forward) is oriented toward
conservative group beliefs, is ex-
tremely impersonal and problem-solving.
He is neither ascendant nor submissive,
friendly nor unfriendly, but devoted
to implementing the group goals. Es-
sentf3lly conservative, he views
authority as coming from 2bove and
outside and regards‘values and beliefs
as "received" Truth!? —

Type NF (negative-forward) is oriented
toward value-determined restraint and
is so persistent in his emphasis on
principles and conscientious in pur-
suit of a task that he usually seems -
unfriendly to a group, An anxiety-
driven personality, he is quite wil-
ling to sacrifice others' positive
feelings, as well as personal grati-
fication, in order to obey his own
consc1ence.

.~ -
.
P} w

Tgpe N (negative) is oriented toward
Neith
value~ nor.task=-oriented and neither
ascendant QIIRY submissjve » he seems un-
friendly, unsocial, negdtivistic and
tends to regard others as threatening
to his privacy and autonomy. He is
high on.disagreement w1th the group
and functions as a "sp01ler" of others'
.idéas and efforts. N
Tgpe .NB (negatlve-backward) is orient-
toward rejection of social conform-~
i and generally takes ah attitude’ of

s

cynical defiance of the group' and its j

task and values. He is unfriendly but

‘neither ascendant nor subm1ss1ve, and

he meets both the group and its ‘task
with stubborn evasiveness and radical
criticism, He thus tends to break -
down attempts at group consensus.

Type "B (backward) is oriented toward

rejectiorn of all conservative group
this type of here=-

lee UNB

- tic sees himself as favoring gratifi-
cation and expression. However, he’

. tends to lose himself in fantasies
about a better society or a better .
life, rather than actually pursuing
gratification. "He-is neither ascen~
dant nor submissive, friendly nor un-
friendly. He attacks all authority
and all orthodoxy ‘but relies upon
fantasy and feeling (as opposed to
logical analysis or to NB's cynicism)
for his arguments,

Type PB (positive-backward) is orient-
ed toward permissive liberalism,-is
‘equalitarian and friendly. His pri-
mary®concern is for persons and their
growth, rather than for tasks. He
tends to be more likgd than the more
ascendant UPB type./ Hé is sdcially
receptive and spo eolus, less .value-
'oriented PF/and” has perhaps ‘less~
rength than P, Usually the most-
iked member of a group, he is not
able to work for group consensus very
effectively, however, because he de-
" pends upon spontaneous affection.

- “

9,

Downward personality types. Type DP
(downward-positive) is oriented toward
trust in the goodness of- others. He
is caln and stable, has great ego
astrength, seems frlendly ‘and nonasser-
tive: .He is not task oriented but
responds to and identifies with others.
He is less active than the P type and
Juses his ego strength’primarily to
‘harness basic drives, especially ag-

. gression,

Type DPF (downward-positive-forward) =_.

is oriented toward salvation, through
love and is both altruistic and sub-

. missive, as well as task- and value-

.

oriented.‘ He is also vexry much con-
cerned with conformity to group norms
and to orthodox ideals., He is facili-
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tating in a group and contributes to
its positive and forward movement in
much the same way as PF does, although
he is le{® ascernidant than PF.

Type DF (downward-forward) is oriented

toward self-knowledge and subjectivity
>~ and is very concerned with his own in-~

ner/thoughts, feelings~and/ggntrol.

In a group he is submissive, conven-
,tidnal and impersonally and cautiously
task-oriented. This introverted type
seems serious and extremely hard-

working. ‘

a
%

Type DNF (downward-negative-forward)
is’oriented toward self~sacrifice fqQr
values and may actually try to get ,
others to "martyr" him so that he may
shame and blamé them. Conventional
and submissive, he is also resentful
and seems unfriendly. However,:b&«
~arousing guilt in others, he may fa-
cilitate performance of a group task
. through negative mgans. %.
s  Type DN (dowﬁﬁgah-negative)'is orient-
N—~ed toyard rejection of social success.
Like N and NBy he is unfriendly and
" rejecting of the- p, but DN is
merely indifferent fo tHe group value-
and’ task-orjentatign. He™tends to
disagree, not with grou actions or
" the grouwp's values, t (passively)
with 'the solidarity of\th&“group and
with the status rewards \given:to its
. more likeq'members. He i ious of
liked others and his withdrawal is an
attempt to silently accuyse those who
have been successful. '

Type DNB (downward-negative-backward) .
is oriented toward failure and with~-
drawal. He is cynical and alienated
and rejedts the group and its value-
or task-orientations. Like NB, he may
seem radical and critical, and he may
have similar reactions to the group as

& .

DN, but DNB feels more dislike than
any, other type for othefs, and he also
tends to project this dislike into
others' Teelings about him.
Type DB (downward-backward) is orient-
ed toward withholdfng of cooperation
and is very concerned with repressing
.his negative feelings about convention,
authority and group orientation, even
though he tends to fantasize that ‘he
is holding back from the group for his
own -§ratification. He is passively
anxious and negative to authority,
(éeither friendly nor unfriendly but .
ambivalent to the group, and can easi-
ly become a scapegoat.

Type DPB (downward-positive-backward)

is oriented toward identification with ~
the underprivileged. Passive and ex-
pectant of help and nurturance, he is
not value- or task-oriented, but is
friendly, optimistic, trustful and
well-~liked.
social conditions and even social re=
form but does not écknowledgg 9gqfés—
sidn, as the B, UB and UNB _types do,
.even though he tends to, bbilizg the
"underdog" members of a group.

Type D (downward) is oriented toward
devaluation of the self and manifests
this in nonself-assextive, inactive
and inert behaviors. He is neither
friendly nor unfriendly and neither
accepts nor resists group value and
task orientations. He is extremely
low on-interaction but not quite ag
introverted as DE; The D type imﬁ\\ -
plies complete inhibition of drives
and appetitiés and encompasses a
willingness :j\gbnegate the self in N
a social or religious sehse as well.

’

Type AVE (avéfage) is a residual class-

ification ihcluding those who aré near
the middle on most variables, but alsSo

\

~

He is concerned about * _-
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' tHose who are unusually flexible and

~mobile over time (Bales' ideal for thé¥

leader of a self-analytic group.)

Not only the specific individual per-
sonality types; but also the inter-
action patterns of.an entire group,
can be considered within this spatial
framework, as Weick points out:

Initially the group starts out on
the positive sidefof the space with
pbleasantries; then it moves downward
as the members concentrate on ex-
change of information in preparation
for the decision-making task, from
there moving forward and upward as
they concentrate on opinion and
analysis, and so on upward and nega-
tive as disagreements predominate

over agreements,

If agreement is

A}

reached, the group average, tends to

? ‘i’w
from there it moves downward-backward

as laughing increases and the ten-
sion subsides, from whence it moves

on toward the positive side approxi-

mately back to the starting point,

in prepdratlgp for anotheg cycle. .
(Weick, 1968, page 398)

.

e

Borgatta's Revision of the IPA {FPS)
S ¢

The IPA has been criticized for the
fact that its categories often\pluf
important dlStlnCtlonS which should
be made i terpersonﬂl interaction
(LongabaUgh, 1963). As a result of .

- this problem, Borgatta (1962) re--

vised the IPA into his own form, the

‘IPS (Interaction Process Scores). <

In his revision he was concerned
with both the problem ¢of greater dis-
criminagion in,intensity and the

A

@,

--.move on: toward the upward-backward

\direction as joking sets in, and

3

R

k4

+
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problem of differentiation of cate-
gories which obscure@ differences.

‘The.Categbfieékof the'IPS and Corresponding -
. IPA Category Numbers (Borgatta, 1962, page 279)

-

01 Common soc1a1 acknowledgments (1a) !

02 Shows solidarity through galslng 'the status of others (1b)
03 Shows tension release, laughs (2)

04 Acknowledges, understands, recognizes (3a)

05 Shows agreement,,cochrfénceﬂ cpmpllance (3b)

06 Gives a procedural suggesthp (4a) . e
Qngggg;srs*a’solkflon (4b) AN ¢ :

08 Gives opinion, evaluation, aha1951s, expresses feelings or Wwish (5a)

09 Self—ana1951s and self-questlonlng behavior (5b) * '

%

10 Reference to -the external situation as redirected aggreéssion (5c¢) PR

11 lees‘orlentatlon, information, passes communication (GQ)

.

12 Dwiws attention, repeats, clarifies (6b) /
13 for.opinion, evaluation, analysis, expression of feelings (8) )
14 Disag.

S, nalntazha}a contrary position (10)

15 Shows tension, asks Tor help by virtue of personal 1nadequacy (1lta)
16 Shows tension increase (11b)

17 Shows antdgonism, hostility, is 5 demanding (12a) o ?

18 Ego defensiveness (12b) . K - -

3 y Q‘.i . = . R
é N ~ N I -
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The table of categories presented on

the previgus page represents Borgatta's
(1962) -IPS system.
. theses correspond to the IPA ca gories

<
Al

w,_______,Genve-rgenceS’Ufﬁl?lV"e Inferpersonal
. Systems on Three Basic Dimensions

2o -

- .
Table IV presents the convergences of
~:.the five theorists distussed. The ‘
interpersonal dimensions and corre-
sponding personality variables of all
. five theories seem to converge,
generally, 1nto three pverall bipolar
dimensioms: (1) emotionally positive-
emotionally negatlve, (2) socially ac-
tive-socially passive; and (3) adap-
tlve—maladaptlve..

L

/A

»

The' first entry in z’ble IV is Leary's
personallty variable' Cooperative-
Overconventioénal which is included in
his dimension of Love. <Reading from
left ‘to right in the first row, the
next entry is Schutz!® corresponding
personality variable Personal, which
he includes in the dlmen51on of Affec-
tion. Foa also uses Love as a dimen-
sion and describes the corresponding
personality variable as Emotional Ac-
ceptance of Self and Others. 1In Lorr
and McNair's nfodel the related persori-
ality dimension or behavioral category
of Affection is included under the di-
- mension of Affiliation. At the far
right "in the first row is Bales" per-
sonality indicator Seems Friendly with
the dimension of Affection..

) "Fit" on the Basic Dimensions Emotion-
ally positive-Negative and Socially
Active-Passive

J

-

. #As in most attempts at illustrating

The numbers in paren-case is less .than perfect,;priﬁarily

the convergences among differing theo-
retical presentations, the fit in this

.. because these interpersonal models are
circumplex in hature. As we have seen
Leary's model is divided along the
horizontal axis with love at one ex-
treme and hate at the other and along
the vertical axis with dominance at
one extreme and submissiqn at the
other. Hence, the personality vari-
ables or categories are located with
respect to the resulting social-
emotional quadrants.

Obviously, then certain difficulties
will arise when one attempts to place
those personality variables which are
directly adjacent to two quadrants (or
actually overlap) at one end of the
bipolar social-emotional dimensioéns.
For example, Leary's Managerial-Mito-
cratic personality variable lies on
. the Dominance-Love quadrant, but a por-
\. tion of this variable is also margin-
ally ‘within the Dominance-Hate quad- -
rant. For this reason, Managerial-
Autocratic has not been included in
' the emotionally positive *section of
Table IV, even thdugh it téchnically
‘belongs in this area of the struc-
tural model. A primary consideration
in omitting Managerial-Autocratic from
this section was the fact that it did
not fit with Leary's discussion of | °
emotionally based, love oriented- be-
haviors; nor did it fit intuitively
with the other theorists' conceptual-
izations of corresponding behaviors.
On the other hand, Managerial-Auto-
cratic did clearly fit in the socfgﬁly
active section of Table IV.

N

A similér problem’occufred with the
personallty variable of Rebellious-
Dlstrﬁstful ‘Although Ledry placed it

~
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plek, it is adjacent tq the Dominance
half and is not clearly -a passive form
of response,

Cla551f1cat10n of Adaptive VSe Maladap—
tive Variables .
There was somepquestlon of 1nterven1ng
> value judgements in ‘building Table 1V,
particularly in deciding which vanl-\
ables were adaptive or maladaptive. 3
This problem was corrected for to the '\
extent that decisions about adaptlve
or maladaptive behaviors were based
upon tpe respective theorists' inter-
pretations. Leary (1957) clearly
designated adaptlve personallty vari-
ables and also described the maladap-
tive behaviors in terms of their
highest intensity levels (level 3). H
Schutz (1958) indicated by verbal des-i
crlptlon that six of his nine person—
ality varlables were ‘maladaptive. “Fo
(1964, 1966) empha51zed the 1mportanc
of approprlate (culturally based) dif-
ferentiation between the separate be-
havioral stages and also between the
separate perceptual stages. Lorr and
McNair (1963) indicated that the right
haXf of their circumplex was adaptive
,and the left half maladaptive. Sihce ,
"Bales' systen is based upon observa-
tions of task solving groups, it was
assumed that his dimension of Contrl-
bution to the Group Task was the key
to ka distinction between adaptive
and maladaptive behaviors.

.

in- general, in cpnstructing Table v
every attempt has been made to match
the theorists' variables and dimen-
sions on the basis of their own defi-
nitions 'of these variables. Howeve:,
in some cases a parenthetical "mild,"
"low" or "high" has been added for
greater clarity. Since some confusion
may result from finding Foa's dimen-

L

\
{

/ Horn (19143 ePpears to have been the

w

S

sion of Love in the neéatiye/éietion
section of the table, itégﬂéﬁid be
pointed out that did tot nahe both
"ends" of the two basic dimensions

Iove and Status. Thus, since his Emo-
tional Rejection of self and Others
represents a low point on the dimen-
sion of Love, it corresponds to

Leary's Hate, as indicated in Table 1IV.

THE DIMENSIONS
OF CLASSROOM INTERACTION :

earliest researcher in the area of
classroom interaction, His classifi-
cation system was arrived at by re-
cording pupil recitations and ré&spons-
es on a seating chart (Medley and Mit-
zel, 1963). . However, Anderson (1939a .
and 1939b)- 1s usually c¢ited®as the™ .- ’
first 1mportant researcher in the '
classroom'interaction literature
(Waetjen, 1966; Flanders,,1964). He
divided teacher behavior into the di-
mensiong of Dominative and Integrative,
Dominative referred to classroom con- .
trol and Integrative to the teacher's? .
efforts to help students synthesize

the learned materials. ,

—
Withall (1949, 1951) later developed a
technique for measuring verbally ex-
presged social-emotional climate in

the classroom by reducing Anderson's
categories. Mitzel and Rabinowitz

(1953) have in turn adapted Withall's
categories. Medley and MitZel (1958€) * 4 :
extended this work in the form of the
Observation Schedulé and Recoxrd (OSCAR)
which is essentially a list of teacher- -
student behaviors ind is sensitive to
three dimensions: * (1) Emotional Cli-
mate, (2) Verbal Empha51s, and (3) Sso-
cial Structure, Emotlonal *Glimate is




' concernedeith observed hostility;
7 Verbal Emphasis ¥includes those behav-
i iors which are indicative of stress-
ing verbal and traditional ;classroom

activities; and Social Structure in-

volves the-d 1L

initiated act1v1ty occurs .

Classroom research resultsg/are.often
ignored by teachers. Ja€kson (1968)
has explained this neglect on the
basis of a number of shortcomings in
the educational research itself. The

approach and is frequently not per-
formed in the classroom itself. Re-
searchers experiment with small,
cal groups (or even single students),
| whereas teachers must deal with a
large and varied _group of students in
a social setting. Often the research
fails to evaluate the approprf'.atenegs

Y- AP T .
< - . v » ’ N P N v -
— N e
N ““
S
5 B - Four—8ystems of
Classroom
) Interaction Analysis

_ Waetjen (1966) selected out four‘dif—
ferentfapproaches from the extenSive

; ’ciassroom interaction literature. He
used three criteria™in a8dition to
quality. The criteria were: (1) the

approach must be developed in public
school classrooms; (2) the students
must be representative of the public

s school population; Ana (3) .the natural

* act without experimental manipulation

must be the unit of observation, -The'
four approaches selected by Waetjen
were (1) Hughes' (1959) study of ele-
mentary teaching; (2) Bellack et al.'s
(1965) study of highlgchool teaching;
(3) Flander's (1960) study of teacher
influence; and (4) Perkins' (1964)

L]

study of classroom activity. p

e

research often assumes an.-"engineering"

atypi-

of student actions in terms of context.

39
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Hughes: Negative-Positive Affectivity
and Development of Content

Hughes (1959) categorized 31 teacher-\~
pupil functions, all of which could be .
subsumed under three dimensions. The
first of these dimensions, Negative
Affectivity, descrip&d those functions
of a negative and ;&nlshlng nature.

The second dimension was Positive Af="
fectlvrty_whreh—waSArelgted to fhfic-
tions of a supportiye nature. The—"
third dimension was Development/af
Content and referred o the functions
related to acceptante, clarification
and evaluation. ngthe 31 functions,

the -most frequent occurrence was
Control, an organizihg and structuring
function., . .

Badlack: Structuring, Soliciting,
Responding and Reacting

.o e dhen 4 . - . 5 }
Bel{ack (1965) chose four dimensions o
to represent classroom 1nterdct10n.
These dimensions were: (1) Structur-
ing, which referred to classroom or-
'ganizational activities centered upon
subject matter; (2) Soliciting, refer-
ring to teacher-pupil behaviors that
elicit a physical or verbal response;
(3) Responding, describing behaviors
which are the consequence of Soligit-
ing; and (4) Reacting, indirectly re-
sulting from Structurlng, Sollc1t1ng
and Responding (i. 'e., teacher evalua-

» tion of a student's response) .

4 .
classroom intéraction as game{?ehavior.
Bellack's dimensions did not focus on

. social-emdtional types of behavior.
However, all of thé dimensions ate
related to the dominant Socially-
Active role of the teacher in the tra-‘’
ditional classroom. Bellack oBserved

that 75% of the classroom interaTtioR———im, _

|
|
was centered around content. Solicit- ]
:
|

-



ing, Responding and Reacting accounted
for only 20% to 30% of the utterances. *
Bellack's study is representative of

" most of the resear c¢lassroom in-
‘teractionf’an the dimensions chosen
.are representative of what act ly
goes on in the traditional claésroom.
It is not surprising that he has sug-
gested the possibility of conceptual-
izing classroom interaction in terms
of game behavior.

While Bellack admits that the rules of
the classroom game are not clear, éucp
a game does exist in which one person
plays teacher and one or more persons
play pupil. The purpose of the game
is verhal discourse about content with
a subsequent payoff determined by the
amount of learning displayed. The
"rule\pf rules" is essentially that
one'must consistently follow the rules
foxr his role, i.e., teacher or pupil.
i STUP LI . .

— T o e . P 4

Flanders: Teachers' eirect—rndirect »
Influence; Students' Talk, Silence
and Confusion

» a

Flanders' System of iq};x ction analy-
sis "...is. one of the-faost widely

known and most extensiveﬂy used of the
several observation systems now avail~- .
able." (Ober, 1967, page 7.). The"
Flanders system desScribes teacher-

pupil verbal interaction in terms of
ten categories. The categories are
organized on the basis of indirect in-
fluence, direct infldence, student

* talk and.silence or confusion. The in-

direct categories represent behaviors
that lead students into participation
and Flanders has named them: (1) Ac- -
cepts Feelings; (2) Accepts Ideas;

(3) Praises and Encourages; and , °

(4) Asks Questions. The direct cate-
~gories limit student participation and
are designated as: (1) Lecturingy

A

' %

- Lear

(®) Giving Directions; and (37 Criti-
cizing or Justifying Authprity. The
student talk categories consist of:
(I) Student Talk Responses, and .
(2) Student Talk Initiations, The-
final category is designated Silence
or Confusion. Behaviors in each of
the categories are recorded and
tallied and the results arranged on a
ten by ten matrix which provilles a
visual diagram of the classroom inter-
action (Moskowitz, 1967b).

Perkins: Students' Behavior and Learn-—
ing Categories ’
Perkins (1964, 1965) has developed an
extensive categorization of verbal and
nonverbal behavior which specifies
teacher and student categories sepa-
rately. The student activities are
divided into nine Behavioral and six

actions are ddvided into ten behavior
®tegories based on Flander's (1964)

” " :seven teacher-behavior categories, and

five teacher roles based on nine simi~
lar catggories develgped by Lamb (1962)
and ‘McKinstry (1962)*using the Bales-

Gerbrands (1948) interaction recorder.

Perkins' (1964, 1965) Student Behav-
ior Categories are: (1) Interested-in
Ongoing Work; ,(2) Reading or Writing;
(3) High Activity or Involvement;

(4) Intent on Work in Another Curri-
cular Area; {5) Intent on Work of Non-
academi¢ Type; (6) Social, Work- .-
Oriented~Peer (discussing schoolwork
with classmate); (7) Social, Work-

" Oriented-Teacher (discussing schdol-
work with teacher); (8) Social, Friend-
ly (talking to peer about something
other than schoolwork); and (9).With-
drawal (detached and out of contact -
with other people). ’

,

td

~

g Actgzity’vﬁtedbries.‘ Teathel” -




v

The Student Learning Activity Cate-
gories are: (1) Large-Group Discus-
sion; (2) Class Recitation; (3) Indi-
vidual Work or Project; (4) Seat Work;
(5) smalleGroup or Committee Work; and
(6) oral Reports.

[ -

bPerkins : Teachers Behavior and Role
Categories,
Perkins' Teacher Behavior Categories
are: : (1) Does not accept student's
idea, corrects it; (2) Praises or en-
courages; (3) Listens, helps, supports;
(4) Accepts or uses student's idea;
(5) Aasks. uestions about content;
(6) Asks_quastion that stimulate
thinking, (7) ctures; .(8) Gives
irections, cofuhands or ofders;.
(9) Criticizes or Justities authority,
- and (10) Not participating in class -
a%thltleS. y

The five Teacher Roles in Perkins' "sys-
tem are:
initiative-passive student) ; (2) Re-
source Person (student' centered, sug-
gests); (3) Supervision .(teacher ini-
tiative—passive), (4) Socializatioh
Agent (concerned with social expecta-
tions), and (5) Evaluator.
-\\

Predominance of work-oriented behav-

* Jor The actual classroom behavior
which Perkins (1965) observed was
characterized by the fact that 75% of
the‘éﬂudents were work oriented and
that this involved mostly seat work
and recitation (as opposed to discus-
sion); individual work orﬂgpal reports.
Students' ideéas or personal interests
comprised énly 4% of the material ex-
pressed. The teacher played the role

of Leader or SuperVisor 88% of the

time.- N !

(1) Leader-Director . (teacher

‘Traditional teacher es. A clear
trend emerges from these studies-—the
teacher plays a dominant ‘role at least
two-thirds of the time’ and +he, sth
dents are passive (Waetjen, 1966).
Hughes (1959) found that, in general,

_a student who attempted to contribute

anything personal was not. responded to
in any way and that teacher behaviors
concerned with control were by far the
most frequently occurring responses,
Not only did the teachers studied tell:
their students what 'to do and how to
do-it, they also let their students
know what should be answered and how
it uld be answered. Since the last
four studies ‘reviewed hHere were chosen
for, the representativeness of the pub-

.lic school classroom, this trend

shduld be taken rather seriously.
. B .

-

Students’ pathological coping styles.
Given the predominant style of teacher- *
student interaction, it is not surpris-
ing that some children ‘develop patho-
logical coping styles for the class-
reom situatiqn. Lipton .(1971) has
pointed out that the child's behavior
is a response.to all of the stimuli

in the classroom and that it is often
defensive in nature. Lipton lists

four learning styles characteristic of .
defensive behavior: (1) Obsessive-
Compulsive response; (2) Paranoid re-
sponse; (3) Hysterical response; and
(4) Impulsive response.

The Obsessive-Compulsive reéponse is -,
based .on the child's fear of rejection
by important adults and is manifested

in avoidanég_of this conflict through - |
complete absorption in the more rou-
tine detgils of classroom learning,
i.e., - spelling, simple-arithmetic,_and...
other activities that require little
thinking. The Paranoid response is

also based on fear of rejection.

T
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‘'Since the child with this reaction
feels that -he cannot interact with
adults, he pAdjects these feelings on-
to everything around him. The Hyster-
ical response is based on an inability
to cope with anxiety-provoking stimuli.
This type of child not only seeks ref-
uge in illness but also avoids remem-
bering important détails, avoids tech-
nicalities which need to be learned
and cannot sharpen or clarify his
knowlnge.“The Impulsive response is
based on the child's fear of failure
‘and is characterized by igfantile
coping responses to task-stlmull which
are perceived as overwhelming. .

. | .

s »

Interaction anaAysis Jnd rndlrect .
teaching.
dence to suggest that| the classroom 1s
changing. Moskowitz (l967b) ‘found a
number of studies which demoenstrated
that training in interaction analysis
produced more 1nd1rect teaching behav-
ior~that was acceptlng and less criti-
cal and algo produced greater studeht
achievement. Flanders (1963), Amidon
(1966) , Furst (1965),\Moskow1tz (1966a,
1966b and 1967a), Slan (1966) and
Lohman (1967) all found that teachers

* trained in interaction analysis en-
gaged in teacher behaviors that could
be described as Indirect Influence and
were more accepting as well as more
conducive to student participation.
‘Flanders (1965), Amidon (1959),, Nelson

However, there is ‘some ev1r "

<I‘

&

(1964) , schantz (1963), La Shler (1965,

1967), Filsoen (1959), Amidon and
Giammateo (1965), Furst (1967) and
Soar (1966) also found that indirect
teaching produced greater student

- «sgchievement. b A{?

.action and ‘technical failure).

Fuller Affective Interaction Records
(FAIR’33)

Fuller's (1969) system of classroom
observation focuses most directly upon
the social-emotional aspects of class-
room interaction, while utilizing di-
mensions developed in the social psy-
chological literature concerned with
the structure of interpersonal inter-
action, There are two major forms of
this classroom observatlon system--the
FAIR (Fuller Affective Interaction
Records) 33 and the 'FAIR 13.

The FAIR 33 is based on five 1nterper-
sonal dimedsions from which 14 - -teacher
categories and 14 student categorles
are generated and includes five addi-
tional ‘categories unrelated to the
dimensjions (for example: non-inter- %
The’

first dimengion used is Responsiveness

?

and includé€s behavior which occurs in
response £o another's actions as well
as initiation of a new action and un-
responspveness. Approval is a dimen-
sion which ranges from acceptive )
through noncommittal and'q;sapproving
behavior. Inclusion ranges from an
invitation to respond through exclu-
sion of another. Control includes
both behaviors which permit others
freedom of respdnse and behaviors
which restrict others to all but a
few responses, Self-Other describes
actions which are diregted towards the
self or towards others. ™

4

FAIR 13 ‘ ' e
The FAIR 13 was adapted from Flanders'
system (Amidon and_Flanders, 1963) by
adding.student categories. The teach-
er categories are: (1) F, accepts
feelings and/or recognizes original
ideas; (2) N, erncourages or shows

-




wamth; (3).I, ceptance -and use of
routine responses of students; (4) .0,
asking a question; (5) D, giving di-
rections; Yé) L, lectyres; and (7) c,
critizing or correcting. There is

also a category for teacher behavior
called Traveling, which refers to such
behaviors as the teacher saying "good,"
"OK," etc., and is not recorded.

The student categories are: (1) v,
volunteered response; (2) E, enthusi-
astic or interested response solicited
by the teacher; (3) R, routine re-
sponse elicited by the teacher; (4) W,
silent work; and (5) H, attention _
lapse, hostile, defiant, colg, bored
or inattentive. There is also a tech-
nical category, K, which represents
periods in which there is no basis for
judgement.

All of these categories fit into the
dimensions of Activity, Responsiveness,
Approval, and Direct or Indirect teach-
er behavior. (Teacher responsiveness=
F+N+I+C; Student responsiveness=E+R+H;
Teacher approval=C; Student approval=g;
Student’ disapproval=H; Direct teacher
behavior=D+L+C; and Indirect teacher
behaviorfF+N+I+Q.)

Rothfarb's System for Elementary
Foreign Language Classes

Flanders' system is easily adaptable

to specific types of classes and set-
tings. One of the most recent of .such
adaptations was a classroom observatlon
instrument for foreign language in-
struction in elementary school classes
(Rothfarb, 1970)., Aas in Flanders'
system, there are two basic divisions--
Teacher Talk and Student Talk. How—
ever, in Rothfarb's system éach of
these divisions is further subdivided
into.Target Language and English.’

. *and Balzexr (1969).

41
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There are eight Teacher Talk cate-
gories: (1) Modeling (any aspect of
the foreign language that is modeled
by the teacher); (2) Giving Directions;

(3) Asking Direct Questions; (4) Guid- ~

ing Structure prills; (5) Rephra51ng
Pupil Response (corrections and rein-
forcement in structure, vocabulary or
pronunciation); (6) Reacting to Pupil
Performance (praise or criticism);

(7) Lecturing; and (8) Reading-Writing-
Spelling.

The five Student Talk categories are:
(1) Responding (student response to
teacher-in;tiated directions); (2) an-
swering Direct Questions; (3) Student
Initiating Talk (unexpected answers,
statements or questions not prompted,
by teacher); (4) Reading-Writing-
Spelling (and associated activities);
and (5) Silence or Confusion.

Evans' and Balzer's System of Induc-
tive Categdries .

Another recently developed observation
system¢is that of Evans (1969a, 1969b)
Their system fp-
cused on teacher behaviors, including
both verbal and nonverbal behavior,

and emphasized an inductive approach

to the development of teacher behavior
categorié%. Seven basic categories
were developed from observations of a
sample of biology teachers. The first
category was Management, defined as

the basic tasks involved in operating
the biology classroom and consisting

of the subcategories of .Routine Manage—
ment, Labgfatory Management and Study
Managemﬂﬂgf The second category, Con-
trol, was concerned with order, formal-
ity, and structuring and limiting of
-student behaviors., Release was a

category describing permissiveness, in-
formality and student. freedom.

Goal

‘

5

.
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Setting included behaviors that were
specifically focused on a statement of
purpose for individual or group tasks.
Content Development was the category
describing the acquisitior of subject
matter, subdivided into Teacher Cen-
tered and Student Centered. Affecti-
vity was concerned with teacher behav—
iors that bring*out,and encourage or
correct contributions to classroom
learning. This category is subdivided
into Positive Affectivity, or encour-
agement, and Negative Affectivity,
such’ as corrective feedback. Finally
the category of Undecided includes
those behaviors which cannot be puq'

into the above categories.
) ]

Predominance of management and con-
tent development. Balzer (1967) ana-
lyzed video tapes of eight teachers

who were taped five different times

and made a second-by-second account -
of their behaviors; He found a 44. 29%
frequency for the Management category,

a 1.95% frequency for the Control cate-
gory, a 1.58% frequency for the Re-
lease category and a 0.81% frequency -
for the Goal-Setting category. The
Content Development category had a
49.86% fregquency, Affectivity a 1.38%
frequency, angd’ the Undecided category
was of 0. 09% frequency.

Thé work of Evans (1969a) and Balzer
(1969) is of value insofar as the
authors constructed a categorization
system without making numerous advante
decisions about what to look for or
necessarily excluding many categories
of possible importance., It is intér-
esting to note that, despite their in- °
ductive approach, only one social-
emotional category (Affectivity) was™
found appropriate. Further, this
category had only a 1.38% frequency.
This flndlng may help explain the

\ k

|

fact that very fiw classroom obsexrva-
tion systems include a well —developed
categorization of soc1al-emotlona1
forms of 1nterpeﬁsonal interaction,

In other words, the lack of such forms
of categorlzatlon may be the result

‘of the Management and Content Devel-

opment emphasis Qn moet classrooms.
B v ‘ . B

Good and Brophy'q Dyadic Interaction
Systenm . N

Good and\Brophy 1970) developed a

'olassﬁoom Observation system that rés

cords-each teach r-childr dyvadic inter-
attion. They pointed out that class-
room observation systemsfhave tradi-
tionally used the entire class as the
unit of observation, rather than the
individual student. The resulting
data were consequently relevant to
curriculum specialists attempting to
note teacher effectiveness but pro-
vided little inforxmation that would
help in understanding how the teacher
interacts with particular students.

Good and Brophy cited a number of stud-
ies in support of the hypothesis that
children are treated differentially by
teachers depending on their sex,
achievement level and social status
(Anderson, 1945; ayers, 1909; Becker,
1952; Carter, 1952; Davis and, Dollard,
1940; DeGroat, 1949; Good, 1970;
Hadley, 1954; Hoehn, 1954; Horn, 1914;
Jackson and Lahaderne, 1966; Lahaderne,
1967; Lippitt and Gold, 1959; , Meyer
and Thompson, 1956; Spauldlng, 1963;
and st. John, 1932).
[

Good and Brophy's (1970) system dif-
ers from other classroom observation®
systems in‘that all separate, indivi-
dual student interactions are recorded
and analyzed, whilg such classroom
activities as expgsitory lecturing. in

7
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which the teacher addresses herself to
the ‘entire class are not coded. Re-
sponse Opportunities represents the
opportunities of student overt oral
responses. There are: (1) Direct
Quéstions in which a particular stu-
dent is questioned by the teacher;

(2) Open.Questions which the teacher
addresses to the class, expecting a
volunteer response; (3) Call-outs, or
spontaneous student responses; (4) Cho-
rus Questions which are answered by
student response in unison; (5) Disci-
pline Questions which are directed at
an inattentive,student; (6) Reading
Turns; and Recitation Opportuni- -
ties.

Level of Question represents teacher .
demands for student responses. These
include: (1) process Questions, or
academic questions which require
lengthy student explanation; (2) Pro-
duct Questions which are factual in
nature and demand only brief responses;
(3) Choice Questions which pPresent the
available choices either within the
question.itself or in associated vi-
sual materials; and (4) Self-Reference
Qeustions which are non-academic and"
student-centered. Quality of the
Child's Response is represented by
four categories: (1) cCorrect Response,
(2) Incomplete or Partially Correct
Response, (3) Incorrect Response, and
(4) No Response. .

43
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vide Feedback. wWork Related Contacts
are divided into two categories:

(1) Teacher Afforded, initiated by the
teacher, and (2) child Created, ini-
tiated by the studént, Behavior Eval-
uations includes the categories:

(1) praise, (2) Warning, and (3) Cri-
ticism. _.

. .

Procedural Contdcts is more or less a
residual catehall.\ However, most be-
haviofs which are dlassified in this
category are relafed\to classroom pro-
gedures. ) ’

-

Dyadic interaction profiles as an .aid
to teachers. Good and Brophy dis-
cussed the ways in which the classroom
and educational consultant could be
directly aided by the dyadic irterac-
tion system data represented on pro-
files of teacher-student interaction
for each student in the class. Such
profiles make it possible to change
teacher behavior in an ehtirely posi-
tive and supportive manner. Generally,
the teacher will.have established a
rappd¥t with some children such that
she will furnish clues and rephrasings
whenever these children cannot answer
a question and will reinforce correct
answers appropriately. When the teach-
er is shown how she has successfully
helped some children to learn, it can
then be suggested that she extend
these techniques to two or three“other

_ .. __ __children in theﬁclaéslﬁho have not re-

Teacher's Feedback Reactions are rep-
resented by the following categories:
(1) Praise; (2) Criticism; (3) product
Feedback--giving the correct answer,
(4) Process Feedback--teacher explana-
tion of th rocesses which must be
gone throﬁgﬁsin order to arrive at the
correct answer; (5) Repetition of the
Question; (6) Rephrasing the Question
or Giving Clue; (7) Askihg»New Ques-~
tions,; and (8) Complete Failure to Pré-

7
»

ceived the same degree of encourage-
ment, In other words, there are no
negative demands or radical departures

from thé teacher's usual repertoire of -

responses. Instead, the teachexr must
merely extend what she.already knows.

Good and Brophy pointed out that teach-
ers often "give up" rather quickly on
certain students who don't antwer
questions in order to avoid student

oy :
u .
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embarassment. 1In such a situation,
the educational consultant should
p01nt out ,that the teacher is, in ef-'
fect, condltlonlng the student to de-
lay response to such a degree that 1 re-
sponse demangi_igg,no longer made.
Conversely,: the student is condition-
1ng the te%cher in avoidance behavior.

4

Fattor Analyses of
’ Clas room Observation Systems

Emmer and Pack (1971) were concerned
with the prohlem that few studies have
been made of elrdbher intersystem or
intrasystem relaﬁTBﬁEﬁlps of teacher
behavior categories in classroom ob-
servation systems. Ober, Wood and
Cunningham (1970) and Medley and Hill
(1968) have &xamined intersystem rela-
tionships and Ryans (1960) examined
teaching dimensions, although he used
ratings as a data source rather than
the usual categories of classroom ob-
servation systems. _Consequently,
Emmer and Peck made a factor analytic
1nvest1gat§on of four classroom obser-
vation systems chosen for their wide -
range of classroom application and
their broad range of categories. Two
of these systems have .already been
mentioned in this review. These were
the FAIR (Fuller Affective Interaction
Records, Fuller, 1969), and the OSCAR
(Observatlon Schedule and Record, Med-
ley and Mitzel, 1958; Medley, Schluck
and Ames, 1968). The remaining two
systems were CASES (Coping Analysis
Schedule for Educational Settings,
Spaulding, 1966) and C@S (Cognitive
Components System, Emmer and Albrecht,
1970).

\
Emmer and Peck (1971) describe the

sample and data collection procedures
as follows:

46
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" Schoots.with all but

»

As part of another sbudy of the ef-

fects of consultation with teachers,

138 lessons were ‘video taped. These

were obtained in 28 fifth- and :

eighth-grade cldssrooms =in six

) s being
observed five times,*:Fach ¥ifth-
grade class was observed in mathe— _
matics, social studi science
lessons. FEighth-grade classes in-
cluded approximately equal numbers
of mathematics, social studies, Eng-
lish and science classes. Observa-
tions were made at five- to six-week
intervals in each classroom ant were
each one-half hour in length. all
codings of the observations were
made from video tapes...Data for

< each system from 138 observations
were summarized and intercorrelated.
Correlations among categorzes within
systems were factored (prlnC&pal
axis, varimax rotation) to yield
1ntrasy§tem dimensions. Variables
with fabtor loadings grea er than .3
(ignoring the sign) were used to de-

- fine factors.... -

- (Emmer, 1971, pages 1-3)

» -

Factor Analysis of FAIR 33

“®
Nine factors were extracted from the
FAIR (Fuller Affective’ Interaction
Records) which accounted for approxi- .
mately 70% of the Variance. The first
factor was Students Present vs. Rou-
tine and accounted for 10% of the vari-
ance. This factor was defined by the
student categories Brings out (.91),,
Encourages (.44) and Usual (-.84),' and
the teacher categories Initiates (.46)
and Corrects (.32). Student presenta-

_tion and encouragement are represented

by one end of this factor and the
other end represents routine student
responses.
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" The.second: factor was Criticizing-

Resisting and accounted for 10% of the
variance, It was defined by the stu-
dent .categories of Resists (,74),
Questions’ (.54) and Usual (-.35), and
the teacher categories Criticizes. |
(.66) , Corrécts (.63), Initiates “
(=+35), jand OK.'s (-.42). This factor

reggﬁgints passive-aggressive behavior
(IGSI 3¥%5) and teacher criticism, '

- kY

The third factor was Teacher Responds
vs. Presents and accounted for 8% of
the variance. It.was defined by the
teacher categories Lecturesy(-.85),
Initiates (-,54), Correctsﬂ€.30),
OK.'s (.39), Delves (.38) and Ponders
(.44) . The positive loadings on this
fagtor represented teacher behaviors
which were responsive. High negative
loadings indicated that the teacher
was mainly concerned with her own pre-
sentation,

The fourth factor was Expansive vs.
Restrlctlve and accounted for 9% of
*the total variance. .It was defined by
the student categories zeal (.39) and
How (-.33), and the teacher categories
Delves (.77), Confirms (.51) and Man-
ages (-.84). one end of this function
represents teacher behaviors that «draw
the student put. At the other end are
found restrictive behaviors.

4 -~
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 The fifth factor was Clarifying (stu-

dents) and accounted for 8% of the var-

iance but was notwa stable factor. It
was defined by the ®tudent categories
OK.'s (.81), nggests (.76) and How
(.61). This factor was related to
student behaviors concerned with sug-
gesting changes, acknowledging that
the teacher was correct, and ‘asking
for specific answers or directions.

Nl

N Al
~~Zhe sixth factor was Teacher Candor

P
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It was defined by the student gategory
Zeal (.63) and the teacher categories
owns Up (.78), Ponders (.34) and OK.'s
(--43). This factor was related to
the teacher's admission of error, pdnH
dering a student response and studept
enthu51asm. -

The seventh factor was Supporting vs, '
Seeking Information, which accounted
for 6% of the variance, It was de=
fined b§ the student cate ies En-
courages (-.43) and Explore$ (-.56),
and the teacher categories Nurtures
(.73) and Lectures (-.36). One end of
this factor represented such nurturing
behaviors as praise, approval and fo-
cused encouragement, Exploratory be-
havior on the students' part (infor-
mation seeking) lies at the other end
-of the factor. The negative student -
loadings are indicative of the fact
that student exploratory behavior ‘and
encouragement will occur less fre-
quently when there is manifest nurtur-
ing teacher behavior.,® ,

The eighth factor was Student-Inltlgt—
ed Discussion which accounted for 7%,
of the variance but was not a stalble
factor., It was deflned by the, student
categories Generates (,76), Questlons
(.45) , Explores (.34) and Zeal (-.35),
‘and the teacher category .Confirms ,
(«55) . This factor is relited to the
classroom sitpation where digcussion
occurs ‘that is focised on student
ideas but is not particularly enthusi-
astic. ’

The ninth factor was ‘Teacher Tangen-.
tial and accounted for 5% of the vari-
ange but was also not a stable factor.,
It was defined by the student category:
Encourages (.32) and the teacher cate-
gory Tangential (.86). It, {s relateq
to the classroom §1tuatlon in which
the teacher s behavior is somewhat in-

and accountgd for 6% of the variance,
S -
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appropriate and receives mild support
from the students.

.-

Factor Analysis of 0SCAR
Eight factors were extracted from the:
OSCAR (Observation Schédule and Record,
Form 5) which accounted for 77% of the
variance. ', The first factor was
. Student~Idea Oriented vs, Teacher-Idea
Oriented and accounted for 12% of the
variance. It was defined by the cate-
- gories of No Evaluation (.97), Pupil
Response (.90), Pupil Statement (,32)
and Informing (-.55). is factor is
representative of a dimension of ori-
. entation towards student ideas versus
content presentation emphasis.

Y

The second factor was Convergent Eval-
uative vs. Divergent Teache;‘Behaviojv
and accounted for 11% of the variance.
It was definéd by the categories Re-. -
Jecting (.78), Convergent Question
(.77), Approving (.34), Elaborating 1 .
Question (.31), Pupil Statement (-.35) -
and Divergent Question (-.64). *‘The
underlying dimension of this factor
_.s indicated-an—emphasis on single "right"
' . answers versus more divergent answers
in discussion, .

~

:

The third factor was Problem Solving,
Teacher Directed and accounted .for 10%
of the variance. It was defined by
the categories Elaborating 2 Questions
(.89), Problem Structuring (.72), Di-
vergent Questions (.34), Directing®
(-.41) and Pupil Questions (-,45),
This factor wds representative of a
dimension of teacher-initiated prob-
lens.

—

The fourth factor was Considering-
Supporting, which accounted for 9% of
the variance. It was defined by the
categories Supporting Statements (.89),

Considering Statements (.86)3 Conver-
gent Questions (.36) and Directing
(.30). This factor represented posi-
tive teacher affect and indicated that
such behavior is related to teacher-
directed activities. (f;\

The fifth factor, was Procedural Inter-.
action vs. RiscusSion and accounted
for 9% of the variance. It was de-
fined by the categories Procedural,
Non-Subst&ntive, Teacher Question
(.72), Directing (.65)', Pupil Non- .
Substantixg,;tterance (.59), Problem
Structuring Statements (-.33), and
Pupil Statéments (-.48)., This*fdctor
was related to classroom behavior cen-
tefed around extended discussion of - ’
procedures between the class and S
teacher. N

L Q - “n
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The sixth factor was Dedisting and ac-
counted for 9% of the—variance. It
was defined by the categories Desists
Statements  (.78) , Pupil Questions
(.50), Pupil Non-Substantive Utter-
ances, (.44) and Rebuking Statements
(.40), This factor was related to
teaclier requests for students to st P
some activity.

The seventh factor was Lecture us. Re-
citation, which 'accounted for 9% o

the variance. 'This factor was defined

by. the.categories fnfbrming Statements
(.62), Elabdrating 1 Question (-.35),
Pupil-Statements (-.54) and Approving
Statements (-.77). One end of this

factor was representative of recita-

tion activities and the other end, of
teacher information-giving statements’.

The eighth factor was Controlling,

which accounted for 8% of the vari-

ance. It was defined by the cate-

gories Rebuking Statements (.81), Pro- -
cedural Positive (.79) and Procedural =
Non-Substantive Question (.33). This

-
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T "factor loade hiéhly on both teacher
Qre‘buking statements and permission
~giving, It/may occurvin situations .

where students are taking advantage of
the teacher or dlfferentlal teacher
responses to dlfferent typesgpf stu-
dents.

.o a

Factor Analysis of CASES
]

s Threéﬂfactors were extracted from the
CASES (Coping Analysis for Eduéational
Settings) wHich accounted for 64y of
the variance. , The'first factor was
Attention vs. Routine Activity and ac-
counted for 30% of the variance. It

was defined by ‘the categories Pays At- -

tention (.86), Inappropriate Sharing,
Helping (-.64), Seeks Support, Infor-
mation (-.68) and Follows ‘Directions °
(-.78). This factor seems to repre-
sent contrasting ways of responding -
to two differing activities.- One type
of teacher activity apparently brought
out behaviors which were attentive and
anothér’type of teacher activity
brought routine student responses.

-
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The second factor was .Passive, Inac-°

- tive Behavior which accdunted for 19%
of the variance, but was not a stable
factor. It was defined by the cate-
gories Observes Passively (.77), Re- -
sponds to Internal Stimuli (.75), In-
appropriate Sharing and Helping (.31)
and Follows Directions (-.40)..-This
factor w lated to non-engaged stu-
dent beh§3I§§~;EE'1nd1cated a general

lack of involvement.

The third factor was Inappropriate vs.
Appropriate Social Behavior and ac-
counted for 15% of the total variance.
It was defined by the categories In-
appropriate Self-Directed Activity
(.79 and Appropriate Sharing and Help-
ing (-.71). This factor was represen-
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Eight factors were extracted from the
CCs (Cognitive Components System)
which accounted for 75% of the trace.
However, five of the eight factors

» were not stable. These five unstable
factors were: (1) Conceptual Behavior
(account&ng for 13% of the variance);
-(2) Description vs. Inferential Behav-
Iior (accounting for 11% of the vari- ¢
ance); (3) Association, Drill (account-
ing for 9%); (4) Dé%cription, Pupil to
pPupil (accounting for’B%), and
(5) Higher Cognitive Level Student Be-
havior (accounting for 8% of the vari-

. ance). The remaining three stable “
"factorS’were (1) Teacher Presents (ac-
counting for 9% oﬁ the variance) ; ’
(2) Explanation (accounfihg for 11%);
and (3) Descrlptlon Interchange: Stu-
dent Solzczts Teacher Responds (ac-
countlng for 6% of the variance).
mer and Peck felt that the lack of
stability of the CCS was suggestlve
‘that cognitive functioning was more
sensitive to theé-classroom situation
than other "types of classroom inter-
action,

Em-

Emmer and Peck also examined the rela-
tionships among all four systems dis-
cussed above. First, scores were com-
puted for the factors contained in
each separate system, then factor
scores were intercorrclated across
systems, and the resulting intercorre-
lations were factored.

Eleven factors were extfacted that ac-
counted for 71% of the variance. . The
first factor was Problém Solving,

Teacher Dlnavted and. accounted for 9%

*

g




-

- tine: FAIR (.86); Desisting:

L]
¢f the variance. It was defined by
the following categories: Problem .
Solving, Teacher Directed: OSCAR .
(.79) ; Expansive vs, Restrictive:
FAIR (.64); Explanation: CCS' (.62)
and Attention vs. Routin& Act1v1tg
CASES (.53). This factor was related
to classroom probfem—solv1ng s;tua-
tions where the teacher soleats ex=-
planatlons.

/N

The second factor was Pupll-Rupll In-
teraction, which accounted for 9% of
tHe variance. It yas defined By the
categories Student-Idea Oriented vs.
Teaoher-Idea- Orlghted OSCAR (.83) ~
Students Present vs. Routine: FAIR
(.81),-and Description, _Pupil to PUplf
CCS (.82). This factor was related to
situations, where there were many Pupil
to pupil 1mteract10ns and the teach-
er!s role was probing and nonevalua-
tlve. :

The third factor was Teacher Presenta-
tion vs. Recitation and accounted for
‘8% of the varlance. It was deflned

- by thg categorles Leécture vs. Recita-

tion: OSCAR (.79), Teacher Presents:
CCs (.72), and Teacher Responds vs.
Presents: FAIR (-.63). "One end of
this factor represénted lecturing by /
the teacher and the other end, al-
though less clearly deflned, repre-
sented rec1tat10n periods with the
teacher asking questlons

. \’
The fourth factor was Criticizing Be-
havior, which accounted for 8% of the
variance. It was defined by the cate-
gories Criticizing, Resisting vs. Rou-
OSCAR
(.84); and Attention vs. Rbutigg Acti-
vity: CASES (-48). This factor was
related to a combination of student
resistance and teacher criticism and
desist statements. Y

" indicative of teacher

- FAIR (.84); Description Interchange,

,Clarifg?ng,ggtudent):

The fifth factor was.Higher Cognitive -
Level vs. Convergent-Evaluative and
accounted fpr 6% of the variance. It
was defined by the categories Higher _
Cognitive Level Student Behavior:  CCS
(.70) , Teacher Candor: FAIR (-.43) ‘
and Convergent Evaluative Diver- -
gent Teacher Behavior: OSCAR (-.64). - -
A high score on this factor would .be . '
who emphasized
the usage of divergent questions and,
were- responded to with student exp10ra-
tions, inferences d conceptualiza-
tions. A low scofe would represent
teacher convergent questlons, evalua-
tive statements and student behavior
at lower cognitive levels.,

< ;
The sixth factor was Positive Affect,
which accounted for 6% of the variance.
It was defined by the categories Con-
szderlng, Supportlng OSCAR (.80),
and Supporting vs. Seeking Information:
FAIR (.45). This fattor represented
teacher behaviors which were support-
ive and associated with p051t1ve af-
fect. &
The geventh factor was Student Initiat-
ed Discussion vs. Procedural Interac-
tion and accounted for 6% of the vari-
ance. It was defined by the cate-
gories of Student Initiated Discussion:

Student Solicits-Teacher Responds:
CCs (.53); and Procedural Interaction .
vs. Discussion: OSCAR (-.55). One ——
end of this factor represented student
initiated discussion and the other end
represented procedural interaction. - -

The eighth factor was Descriptive con-
vergent vs. Inferential Interchanges o
and 'accounted for 5% of the variance.

It was defined by the categories Des-
cription vs. Inference; CCS (.80), . :
FAIR (.64), and |,

<« \‘*
\ . {,
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Convergeht Evaluative vs. Divergent
Teacher Behavior: O0SCAR (.42). One
end of this factor represented class-
room situations in which the teacher
' asked convergent guestions and re-—
ceived %tudent responses on the same
level The other end of the factor °
represented behaviors that were infer-
. ential and divergent,

%

e

The ninth factor was Controlling,

which adcounted for 5% of the variance,
It was defined by the categories Con-
trolling: OSCAR (.85) and Teacher
Candor: FAIR (-.44)., This factor was
‘'similar to the eighth factor of 0SCAR
which, as will be recalled, loaded
highly on both teacher rebuking state-
ments and permmission+giving. )

The tenth factor was Conceptual and ac-
counted for 5% of the variance.® Tt
was defined by the categories, Concep-
ctual Behavior: ¢CS (.76) and Teacher
Tangential: FAIR (-.5). This factor
represented teacher solicitation and
student response at the conceptual
level.

" The eleventh factor was Associative
Behavior and accounted for 4% of the
‘variance. It was defined by the cate-
gories Association, prill: ccs (.74)
sand Passive, Tnactive Student Behavior:
CASES (.58). This factor represented
the classroom situation in which the
teacher solicits and the student re-
sponds at a rote level.

r

. The Convergences of Six
" Classroom. Observation System
on Two Basic Dimensions

.

A basic source of information in the
area of interpersonal interaction is
» -/ »
the 1l4-volume series entitled Mirrors
Ay

for Behavior edited by Simon and Boyer
(1967 and 1970) , which presents and
discusses 78 systems of interactién
analysis. These observation systems
vary in both design and purpose but
all are concerned with the problem of
categorization and recording of group
interaction. Forty-six of these ob~-
servation systems include same form of
social-emotiohal categorization and
are appropriate to a general class-
room setting (as opposed to classrooms
with a very specific orientation, such
as language learning). Six of the 46
systems have been chosen for this re-
view on the basi§ of theik representa-
tiveness and quality. These are in-
corporated,;n Table V.

Table V describes the six observation
systems in terms of two bipolar social-
psychological dimensions: Emotionally
Positive - Emotionally Negative and
Socially Active - §oc1allg Pa551ue
drawn from the interaction modeéls-
represented in Table V. These bi-
polar dimensions are cross—referepCed
with gour social-psychological dimen=>
sions from the FAIR 33: Responsive-
ness, Approval, Inclusion and Control.
The two,bipolar dimensions in the rows.
of Table V represent the most parsi-
monious explanation found by this re-
viewer of the' interpersonal interac-
tion models developed in the social-
psychological lifergture. The columns
represent dimensions assumed to under-
lie the behaviors described by class-
room oriepted observation systems.

Taple V exhausts the combinatqry pos-
sibilities of overt, observable class-

‘room behaviors with two ‘fevels of
»7underly1ng social~psychological dimen-

sions: ~ Each item_from. a.given-'obser-
vation system has been included in all,
the intersection points which seem to
apply to an understanding of the dis-
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crete behavior.

The observation systems reviewed were:
Flanders' Syst of InterECtIon~ﬁnaly-
sis- (FSIA),nFlanders‘ Expanded Cate-
gory System, Amidon and Hunter's Ver-

- bal Interaction Category System (VICS),

* BAmidon's Modified Category System
(MCS) , Fuller's Affective Interaction
Records (FAIR) 13 and FAIR 33.

A Criticism of
; Interactiog Anglysis
Allon (1969) has made severer basic
criticisms of the existing systems of
classroom interaction analysis. 1In
order to justify a collective considér-
ation of these systems, the structural
commonalities were: (1) it is assuméd
possible to observe ,and analyze class-
room behavior as group processesg
(2) interpretations can be made from
behavior occurring at a given moment
and for a given duration; (3) behavior—
in a particular situation shares basic
similarities with behavior in a number
of differing situations; (4) what an
individual does within a group is &
form of interpersonal interaction;
(5) interpersonal interaction can be .
fit into patterns which will bé con-
sistent given constant conditions; and
(6) the use of categorical definitions
of the behavior under consideration
and classification of behaviors of
spec1f1c interest to the developer of
the observation instrument (izes
Flanders' concern with direct and in-
direct teaching) are legitimate means
of* structuring observation.

Allon's (1969) two basic criticisms of
classroom observation systems centered
around:
~».the problems involved in defining
. N
~
Q :
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topographically similar behaviors
into similar categories and the in-
ability of thelsystem to utilize the
behavioral response rates as.the
basic dependent measures.
4 (page 2)
Although Allon recognized that, per-
haps; these observation systems were
intended to be onYy descriptive of
existingbéhaviors and not as rigorous
experlmgntal 1nvest1gat10n,;1t is
still necessdry to use methods of
definition that provide the greatest
descriptive power. When similar behav-
iors are grouped into a single cate-
gory it becomes impossible to deline-
ate the conditions which produce a
given behavior. The rate of a partic-
ular response also remains hidden from
the observeri

Problems in Developing Interaction
Categories ' -

Allon described two basic approaches

to the development of observation
systems: (1) grouping behaviors which
are topographically similar, and _ '
(2) grouping behaviors with similar
motivational sources. She found that

ignored 1n existing systems or that it
has been masked by an assumption that

topographically similar behaviors have
the same motivational  factors.

Ineextending.her argument, Allon de-
fines motivation in terms of conse-
quences, She cites Goldiamond, Dyrud
and Miller (1965) whp describe. four
ways in which motivation can refer to
consequences:°

-

Indeed if we examine the concept of
the motivation of behavior, we find

3
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that it refers to a consequen of
behavior in at least four different
ways, the variables which make a con-
sequence effective, the behaviors
which produee the consequence, the
consequence itself which maintains
the behavior, and the discriminative
stimuli in whose presence behavior
“~has produced that consequence.

(Goldiamond, 1965, page 114)

Such consequential distindtions d‘g
made impossible when all observed
haviors are forced into an a priori
system of categories. Although cate-
gories are often redefined when be-
haviors do not conform to a pre-set
framework, there is never an attempt
to tentatively define conditions con-
tiguous to an observed behavior--a
rather strange omission since such a
process is supposedly one of the pur=
poses of interaction analysis (Allon,
1969), ~

N -
- - .

The Problem of Measuring Respons¢ -

It was further pointed out that-the—-
rates of response of specific behav-
iors represent not only the most reli-
able information in an experfimertal
study but are a necessary piece of in- -
formation to have before one cdn iden-
tify the conditions that maintain the
- response. ‘It is only after these con-
ditions have been identified that one
!  can modify them and concomitantly
change behavior.
g
- The rate of response can be used as a
dependent measure if it satisfies the
following restrictions: (1) it must
be simple, (2)}~it must be capable of
. emission many tines, and (3) a high
frequency of occuggenée of this re-
sponse must not prdduce fatigue. Un-

»

fortunately, interaction analysis sys-

__tems preclude the use of -simple re-
sponse rates because their categorix
zation is so broad that it becomes
1mp0551b1e to isolate a single, speci-
fic behavior.

©

THE INFLUENCES ON
CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR

The Classroom
and the
Social-Psychological Literature

It is relatively rare for researchers {

of teacher-student behavior to turn to -

-the social psychologgcal literature on
the structure of interpersonal inter-
action, Bales (1950) is often cited,
probably-as a result of his associa-
tion with Flanders. However, theo-
rists who focus much more exclusively
on social-emotional variables--Leary
§1957) ,, schutz (1958), Foa (1961), and
Lorr and McNair (1965)--are generally
ignored. 1In one sense it is probably
--true that Bales' system is most rele-
vant to the classroom as it now exists
--namely as a task-oriented structure. !

An influence from Flanders' (1960)

interaction analysis has been seen in
recent increases in indirect teaching
(more accepting and student centered)
(FlandefS, 1965; Amidon, 1966; Furst,

1965; Moskowitz, 1966a, 1966b; Simon, -

1966; and Lohman, 1967). Flanders did
*not overlook the social-emotional di-
rmensions in Bales' system and he has

been concerned with changing the
clanroom so that social-emotional
variables will be there to observe.
Fuller (1969) has .extended Flanders'
observation system to. relate even more
directly to social-emotional variables

6
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and bring about greater personaliza-
tion of both the classroem'and the
tqsgggr-training situation,
“ ’ '
Teacher Personality ,Assessment:

" Report vs. Projective Instruments

Self-

When attempts have been made to relate
« teacher personality variables (as mea-.
sured by a psycholbgical instrument)
to data derived from a classroom ob-
servation system, the results have
often been disappointing.i Evans
(1968b) , using dgta collected with his
observation system (discussed above),
found only a limited number of rela-
trenships to the teacher temperament
ratings on the Guilford-Zimmerman
Temperament Survey (1949). * So few .
relationships resulted that these
could have occurred by chance alone, *
and Evans pointed out that his lack of
any substantial finding was represen-
tative of a common trend (Ryans, 1960;
Bowers and Soar, 1961; and Travers,
et al,, 196l1). ,
While-pefsonality questionnaires have .
been considered to be limited in terms
of the information that they generate
and this limitation seems to outweigh
their obgjective and ecosggycal advan-
tages, pro tive instr nts have
been considered important (Loree, 1971).
In 1963, Getzels and Jackson reviewed
the literature on the use of psycholo-
gical projective techniques in teacher
personality analysis. Since that re-
view, experimental work with automated
assessment of projective test datg on
teacher personality has been reported
by Peck, Bown and Veldman (1964) ,
Veldman (1967) and Veldman, Menaker
and Williams {1967). X representative
example of a psychological projective
technique used in an educational set-
ting was a 1960 study using the Reck’ -

<
] 6
[
.

'

i

Sentence Completion, Form 2-B on a
group of elementary education majors.
Peck (1960) noted that effective'mea-
sures of‘perEYgility traits related to’

eaching perfogmance were not avail-
le. Although specific claims have
b made for self-report measures .

signed to measure such traits, there
is still an ever-present problem that
the respondezgs may not reveal any-
thing approaching a frank and accurate
self-appraisal. T Y 4
- 2 4

A Projective Measur

of Teaching
Potential ~

-

Peck (1960) used -the
Completion; Form 2-

PecK Sentence
'a random sam-
senior female

elementary edugitidrn’ majors. The test
protocols were rased on a nine-point
scale of Tea ential. This

rating was based. on both the "academic"
teaching aHility of the'subject and. a
prediction bf-the way she would in-
fluence the\mental health of her stu-~

dents.

Personallty characteristics of pro-
spective 'teachers, Scale Point One
represented a pattern of severe per-
sonality disorganization as well as o
overt, extreme hostility. Four sub-
jects were rated at this point. Scale
Point Two represented some active men-
tal confusion and hostility, but both
characteristics were controlled. .
Eight subjects were rated at this
point. Scale Point Three represented

. active dissatisfaction with 1ife (not

of a paipful nature’, but, rather, a
restless discontent) combined with a
passive tendency in" relationships with
others. Twelve subjects were rated at
this point. Scale Point Four also
represented restleséydissatisfaction

-
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with life. However,.it was manifested
in" ratheér moderate unhappiness and an
unfocused desire for more meaning to
life. Personalities bn thls scale, | . _
point could be described as haVing an
active conscientiousness when they are
given., some direction, Fourteen 'sub-
jects were rated at this scale p01nt

\
. Scale Point Five represented quiet,
responsible, efficient ~conformi ty. It//
‘seeled to be. a neutral ‘point at which
< there was little active personal ini-

. Jtiative™but effective role behavior,
‘There was -little enthusiasm at this
scale p01nt but also little Junhappi-
ness or dissatisfaction. Eight sub~
jects _were rated at this point. .

Cpn-s % .
Scale Peint Six representéd active and
independent purposeful behavioxr which
was ot extremely well organized,
:; Much of the behavior at this point .

» « * could be characterized as spontaneous

and unthinking, Four subjects were
rated at this point., Scale PoiTit~ .
Seven represented the point at which
a (relatively) clearly defined ego
structure emerged. There was a con- ‘-
cern with life goals and signs of ac-
tive involvement. Individuals scoring
at this scale point would have been
placed higher except for the fact that
they either lacked interest in teach-
ing as an occupation or had moderate.
personal problems which prevented com-
pletely optimal functioning. Five
subjects ‘were rated at this point.
Scale Point®Eight represented clear-
sighted, purposeful, well-organized
and extremely sensible 1nd1v1duals who
used their energieg_ effectively. They
differed from the highest scale point
inidegree only. Nine subjects were

t this point. Scale Point Nine
describdd individuals who we highly
intelligent and made- outstanding use
of their intelligence. They had a

“this scale point,y.
.4//’

" Belf~report multiple-choice instru-

"in the education literature.
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Yong-range perspective, strong drive
and actively chose teaching as a<ca- -
reer. Five subjects were rated at

Peck (1960) stated that only one-third

of this sample appedred to have traits

which would be suitable for teaching:
Two thirds range from a quietly un-
inspired, somewhat rigidly conform-
ist pattern !pOint 5) through a
large grjbp of aimlessly discontent-
ed girls (4 and 3), down to a group
of acutely unhappy,*confused, ac-
tively upsetting girls who look
quite undesirable as ‘teachers of v 1
children (2 and:1).

(Peck, 1960, page 173)

It is obvious from this study that
semi-projective techniques such as the
sentence completion test provide a
multi-level interpretation of person-
ality that cannot be.obtaited with

ments., ) . :

t

The Adjective Check List as a Measure A
of Changes in Self-Concept with In-
creasing Professionalization
- A
A recent study (Ivanpjpff, Layman and\§\
von Singer, 1970) at Marquette Univer
sity relating changes in 'the Adjec-
tive Check Li§t (Gough, Heilbrun, 1965)
to teacher behavior is representative . ...
of the fact that the more standard v .
forms of personality questiangiree
are still given serious consideration
The
check list consists.of 300 adjectives :
and has 24 scales, 15 of-which are
need Scales developed by Heilbrun
(1958) . These scales have been used ; g

‘to succesSfully differentiate adaptive

. 1
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from maladaptive college populations
(Thoresen, 1968).

\ ’ X
Ch\\acteristics ofl student teachers,
undergraduates and ‘yraduate students
The specific purpose

of this study was to test the differ-
ences in self-concepts among: (1) be-
ginning undergraduates in education
(107 females); (2) undergraduate stu-~
dent teachers (74 females)}:; and
(3)sgraduate students working in pro-
fessional educational settings (40
females). One major finding was un-
expected. The student teachers, even
though they_had more day-to-day &on-
tact with people than the other, two
groups, were the least "helpful® group.
A more expected flndlng was that the
graduat € students were more serious
and responsive to their conmiitments

e

(self cohtrol)f';zhgflihbiidty scale - *~
_indicated that comVentionality and 'é,y

routinization: .increased from o
undergraduate grdup to the graduate
gron. Also 1ncrea§}ng with the nuh~
ber of years in educational programs
were the need for achievement, endur—
ance and orde;., Concomltantly, the

need for change decreased.,””

The undergraduates (flrst group) had
greater heterosexual needs, demands
for emotxonal»support and succorance
and 1nc11nat10ns toward exhibitionism
than the other two groups. - Paradoxi-
cally, tHéy had lesst desire.to ‘under-
stand théir own or others' behavior

.

(intraception). . ) .

[}

.
v LR

Although théIvanhoff et al, (1970)
study does 1ncorporate some of the,
basic social-psychalogical work into
edutational research; the authors do
not describe the training program to

which these education students were

Q

E
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exposed. If the program was minimal_

s
Y -
‘

. typical training institutions.
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or average, then these findings would
be useful in establishing base rates
for education-student behavier§ in
If -
the program wasAhighly expérimental,
then changes in behavior as a function
of time could be related to the inno- ~
vations in the, training prdgram. More-
over, the area-of specializatioh'was .
nothspecified for the group of gradu-
ate students (third ggoup). Since v
graduate students vary wideély in ages
and in 1nterests——spec1allzing in any-
thing fromexperimental psychology to
public school administration--a more
precise descrlptlon of thlS group
+would .be needed in order to generalize’
from the experlmental findings.

\ -

-

Measuréments of Self-Actualization
in a Teacher Training Program

L ®
McClain (1970) reported a teacher
training program which utilized a  #;
cex of different psychological '
“theories bnstruments in their ef-
-forts at.changing and easuring teach-
er behavior. The traifing program ‘,
focused on helping prospective teach-
ers towards self>actualization. Seglf--
actualization fas defined in Maslow's

£rém defehses and, perceptual d1stor—
‘tions. N a

P
#
L &

A .

- The training program was organlzed 1n
the form of .a class and included readh
1ngs on mental health and a major.em—
phas1s on individual students'’ 1nter—ﬂ
pretation of personal test 1nfo;mat1qp
about themselves. The théOretlcal o
basis for this tralnlng program was ‘ .
‘quite broad. Hé&ney.(1942).stressed
"the importance of the Mposs:.bll‘lﬁl
self-analysis for‘?nd1v1duals who

’~ »
- 4 ﬂ"‘M¢:
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+don't have the opportunity to wérk
with a therapist. Jourard (1963) has
stated that self-understanding is
based on self-disclosure. Further, a
. number of researchers (Hills, 1965;
Holtrom; 1966; Lister and Ohlsen, 1965;
and McClain, 1969) have shown that in-
formation derived from personal test .
interpretation can aid in self under-
, standing if the individual'is free'to
¢ _react to such information. -~

| The subjects in the training class
were 35 male an@ 15 female senior or
first-year graduate students. The
class was- divided into five different
secfions which met for two 75-minute
periods a week for ten weeks. The
readings chosen for the course were:
The Transparent Self (Jourard, 1964),
Personal Adjustment (Jourard, 1963),

“Personality Motivation (Maslow, 1954),
and the four theoretical chapters of

. Perceiving, Behaving, Becoming (ASso-
ciation for Supervision and Curriculum
Development, 1962). There were no
lectures or discussion centered on -
these readings. Instead, class time
was spent in test administration and
discussion.of the results.
-\
The students were directed to engage
in activities concentrating on analy-
sis and synthesis of test data from
the standpoints of: (1) personality-f
dynamics, (2) coping patterns, a
(3) asséssment of personal adequ cy.
The assessment instruments used fo
the self study werep (1) Self Dpis-
closure Questionnaire (Jourard, 1964) ;
(2) Sixteen Personali;g Factor Ques-
tionnaires (Cattell and Eber, 1957);
(3) Edwards Personal Preference Sche-
dule (Edwards, 1959); (4) FIRO-B
(Schutz, 1958); (5) Dogmatism Scale
(Rokeach, 1960); (6) a questionnaire
on peak experiences from Maslow's

writings (Maslow, 1962); and (7) eight
L v

’

\ -
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T:ffatic Appe;ception Test pictures~-
qu l, 2, 3 Bm, 4, 6 Bm, 6 Gf, 13 MF,
16 and 18 Gf (Murray, 1943).
The following instruments measuring =
self-actualization were given at the
beginning and end of the term and the
reslts were not wisclosed to the
students until the end of the quarter:
(1) pPersonal Orientation Inventory .
(Shostrom, 1964, and 1966) ; QE) Sen-
tence Completion Blank (McKinney,
1967); (3) an adapted form of Index.of
Adjustment and Values (Bills, n.d.).
It was found that the scores on each
scale (with the exception of Time In-
competence on the Personal Orientation
Inventory) differed significantly from
beginning-to-end term assessments in
the direction of self actualization.
The scales used were: (1) Time In~- ..
competence, (2) Time Comp&tence, .
(3) Other Directed, (4) Inner Directed,
(5) self-Actualization Values,-(6) Ex-
‘tentiality, (7) Feeling Reactf%ity7~
(8) Spontaneity, (9) Self-Respect,
(10) Self-dcceptance, (11) Nature of
Man Constructive, (12) Synergy,
(13) .Acceptance of Aggression, and .
(14) Capacity for Intimacy. Also,
scores on the Sentence Completion ,
Blank changed significantly in the
direction of self-actualization as did
the score on-<the Indekx of Adjustment
and Values.

Gains in self-actualization. McClain
(1970) concluded that the students in
these classes did make steps towards
self-actualization. It was pointed
out that evén thdugh the instruments
used are somewhat impexfect measures
of change, they are widely used to
assess change in therapy. Generally,
if students can perdeive themselves
more accurately, it should be expected
that they will become more effective
human beings. There were a number of

v
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students who gave unsolicited rebérts
of how experiences in this class
helped them achieve greater self under-
standing and effectiveness,
The Rokeach‘Dogmatism Scale as a Pre-
dictor ‘of Teacher-gtudent Rapport

-+

Stevenson (1970) used one of the psy-
’chological measuring instruments that
was also used in the McClain study
(Rokeach Dogmgtism Scale) examing the
relationship between that instrument's
assessment of authoritarianism and the

"% Minnesota Teacher Attitude Invegntory

(MTAI) which predicts teacher-student
rapport. Over' 600 teachers from 21
schools were randomly chosen from the
WhittiQg Union High School District in
Wwhittier, California and given a three-
part questiennaire (Rokeach Dogmatism
~Scale, Minnesota Teacher Attitude In-
ventory and demographic data). Eighty-
- three percent returned these question-
naires. R . '
It was found that subjects with ‘a ten--
dency towards authoritdrianism had .a
score pattern of High Rokeach-Low MTAI.
In coﬁtrast,.those teachers who were’
closer to equalitarianism had scores
on the MTAI which Lndrcat’d "good"
teacher-student rapport Undergradu-
ate major, subject taught and elective
offices Held in teachers! professional
organizations were not good predictors
‘“0f scores on the Rokeach and MTAI, but
viewpoint towards educationinethodol—
ogy was a good predlctor. Stevenson,
conchgged that the Rokeach'Scale cod&d
be us in personnel selectlon as both
a predictor of authOrltarlanlsm and a
predigtor’' of teacher-student rapport.

RS . ‘ %

Emotionally Positive and &
. Negative Interaction:

‘ . LA
i : ’ O
~
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(Interpersonal Attraction)
Interpersonal’attraction is central to
many forms of interpersonal interac-
tion and particularly to the dimen-
sions discussed in the first part of
this’ review. Thig area is related to
Schutz' (1958) dimension ®f Affection,
Leary's (1957) dimension of 'Love-
Hostility, Foa's (196l1) giving or tak-
ing away of love and Lorr and McNair's
(1965) affection category. The psy-
chological literature has focused on
attitudes, appearances and the rela-
tionship between perceived similarity
of self to others and degree of liking.¢
The educatlonal literature ha bee
concerned largelgnzrth the prob ems of .

v 2

peex acceptance axd generating ewotion-
ally positive attrdction between stu-
dents in the classroom.

Relationships Between Classroom Inter- . .
personal Attraction, MentaL Health and
Learning .
Schmuck Luszki and Eppqgson 11963),,
with the aid of principal investiga-
tors Ronald Lippett and Robert Fox, . .
have attempted.to clarify the- rela— -
tionship between classroom rnterper-
sonal 1nteract10n and mental. health' N
and academlc learning. They organlzed
their stu@y on the basis of three over-
all propositions ahnd eleven hypotheses «
all of whleh were supported by the re- '
sults of sociometric rating scales and
sentence completlon tests.

s~ % . . .

The flrst proposition gtated thats,

classyooms where affection Qr 1nter— ' *,

personal attraction was diffusely dis-
tributed throughout the class (i.e.,

every student was most liked and least |

liked by someone in the K class) produce . .

- conditions more conducive t& mental
"health.

It was found that a student , e

n,o N i * . N
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will more readily sense that he is
disliked when the liking-disliking
distribytion in classroom intefpér-
sonal 1nteractlon is centrally struc-
tured than when it is spread through—
out the classroom.” It was also found
that students in a diffusely struc-
tured group, where there were no in-
dividuwals on the fringes of group ac-
ceptance (such as occur in a centrally
structured group), had higher self
evaluation.

The second proposition stated that
students.who feel that they have not
obtained peer acceptancde will have

less positive mental health than stu-
dents who feel that they haveachieved
peer acceptance. It was found that
students who coryrectly .es'timated that.,
they were not l;ied were "lower actual-
izers of academic resources" than
students who gorrectly estimated that
they were liked. Two other related
findings were_ that students who per-
ceived themselves as not being well-
liked. were lower actualizers apd had
less self-esteem than students per-
ceiving themseLves ase well- 11ked

\
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The third. pxop051tloh”stated that stu-
dentsiwhose own attitudes }ere differ-
ent from the attxtudes whi'ch they be-
lieved others in. the classroom held
would also vitw others as hot valuing
them, and would be less personally ef
fegtlve.

’
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Importance'of affeetzo» and attltydék
51m11ar1ty.1n actuallz%hgﬁa emlc
‘W*«*j»pote £l a1t w?* ‘found t{;at a stu-
v dent WhO feels t t “he - i’who;i«mlued
‘ by his ﬁgers,gndﬁtg ¢her has'a po&p‘,,u
P adjustmént to schoolidnd” 18w Aactuall
#! zatjon.of adademic potentlal‘"“Stu--
.=, .dents whose feeIings about "olassroom-*
) relevant" behav1ors were not congruent

.
.
i

.EK

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

]

\h .
.\ ~

iabout cha%qep.an emotionally pos1t1ue

67

with how they thought the teacher felt
about these behaviors had a low level
of actualization and strongly desired
that the teacher would change. Fur-
ther, if the student's attitudes did
not correspond with what he felt the
teacher's attitudes were, he was not
attracted to the class. . Finally, if
there was low attraction toward the -
class an agcompanyingly low level of
actualization resulted,

Schmuck et al. (1963) concluded that
teachers should focus considerable
attention on students' ability to get
emotional support from their class-
mates. The classroom teacher can help
by: (1) finding out which .students
are attracted to each other; (2) iden-
tifying the students who are left out
of the range of peer acgceptance;

(3) identifying the students who are
always chosen first as most liked; -

=

(4) determining whether there are stu-
" dents who always receive re

d from
the’ teacher and other students who re-
celve no reward; (5) gradually raising
the status of low-s%atus children by
placing them 1ptroles with high status;
(6) working on the premise that stu=
dents will ‘treat each other very much
as the teacher treats the students,
and (7) max1m121ngustudent success ‘and -
mlnlmlzlng student fa;lure

F
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Changlng thé ‘Bmetional Atmosphére: of
the- Class?oom Thréugg Varying the
Ciass:gom~31tuatlo Ok
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egqu;é variousﬁways of brlnglng
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i¢gativadiclassroom 1nteragt;3n,
varylng Lhe actual classroom sit¥sation

“shas beeh found to be dquite effective.

Lott, Lott and 'Matthews (1969) demon-
strated that third-grade chlldxen who
were pass1vely watching a “partner" in'..
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a game would express greater attrac-
tion towards the other group members
when their own partner was winning in
the game. Not ‘only was vicarious re-
ward in operation, but there was also
a positive feeling for everyone taking
part in the game whén the partner won.

Subjects were drawn from 24 classes in
seven public schools and djivided into
60 same-sex, six-person groups. The
game used was Bingo, with the experi-
menter controllirg the win-loss pat-
terns. After the game, subjects were
seated in such a manner that they
could see each other and then given a
"secret folder." They were asked to
rate each member in ihe group on a 15-
step rating scale of interpersonal
attractiveness.
The theoretical basis for the Lott,
Lott and Matthews (i969) study was
essentially a Hull-Spence learning
theory framew;g&h although the latter
authors were fot cited, cited was
Doob's 1947 work with attitudes which
incorporatédoflull's early 1940's work
(see Hull, 1941, and 1943). Also,
Kenneth 'Spence's’ symbols were used
(see Spence, 1956). Doob (1947) de-
fined liking as a pogitive attitude
directed towards™andt¢her person. an
attitude of this type may ke further
- defined as an implicit antedating or
anticipatory goal résponse (x, — s_).
) If this r_ - s as to be conditioned
"tto a neutra& .pérson stlmulus, the per-
son must be present when-axqggl re-
sponse is’ made and reinforced.| This
hypothesis has been supported re-
. lated studies with children (James and ,
‘Lott, 1964; Lott and Lott, 1960; and
Lott, Aponte, Lott and McGinley, 1969).

4

The theoretlcal basis for/the Lott,
Lott and Mat

(1969) flndlng that
S- 1nterpersonal attrac-

there was le
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tion toward neutral group membeis when
the players did not win was Amseél's
(1962) r¢ - s¢ mechanism which iefers
to implicit frustration respbnses from.
nonreinforcement. The Ig -<s/&hecomes
conditioned to previously neutra; stim-
ulus persons, resulting in consequent
avoidance behavior, y

. |

lott's research seems e§pecially\im-
portant to classroom interaction ;n
that it offers a method by which the
less-acceptéd members of a class f
could achieve acceptance. It wou%d
seem reasonable to, hypothe51ze that
socially isdlated students could b
included in small-group re1nforc1ng
experiences within the class, result-
ing in increased interpersonal att%ac-
tion between all reinforced group ﬁem-
bers, even if one of the members h d
previously been ignored by the oth
pupils,

4
Changing the Emotlonal Atmosphere of
the Classroorm. 'Through Help.zng Indivi-
dual Children

oW

In contrast to Lott et al., other in-
vestigators have placed the emphasis
on individual isolated children and
attempting to gain acceptance for them~
apart from _the class. These anegpi-

gators havé“Eha&agggEiiéégiiiiwgffemP-

ted to reduce group neg eactions

directed towards individual sgtudents.

Whereas investigators such as Lott

et al. manlpulated the p051ﬁ1ve and

negative attraction within a group as

a whole, Bonney (1971) 1nve§tlgated

the problem of bringing soc¢ially weak

.elementary school children into a posis -*

tion of peer acceptance. .,It was point-
:%étors have

ed out that, although. ed
bringing
é\;nto the

made many suggestions fo

socially isolated §Euden€

group, these suggest;ons have general- '
- » ’/'

l
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ly had little value in actually aid-
ing such children fo achieve peer ac-
" ceptance, _The educators! suggestions"
have usually been based on the assump-
tions that if isolated children were
known they wbuld be accepted and if,
they could make contributions they
* 'would be Shpreciatgdtt P

A

-

The subjects used fq;,g;e Bonney (1971) .
study were elementary school students
+from the third through sixth grades.

THe classes were from the North Texas -
stdte Univer ity Laboratory School, a
public schodl in Denton, Texas and a
privgdte school in Dallas’, Texas.

One of the measuras taken was a ‘socio-.
metrig test which asked “each thild to
name the best leaders, choose pre-
ferred associates and choose preferred
schoolmateg, Angphernmeasurement'was
* an eighteen-itgm social roles instru-
ment, Subjects were asked to name
« those of their peers who were "one of
the best".in each of such items as
giving anoridl’ repdrt or helping set-
tle'g group conflict. .On the basis of -
thége measures, a group of "isolated"
students Qé?lsglected from each of 12
classes, . -Only" the four“l3boratory .

-

ment to the "isolated".groups. The —~
At a ] ks - s
Denton ang, Pallas xj’r&gﬁs WETe "esseriy::

<tia11y;edﬁ%roié.
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Treatment was not g%ggn durin 'E? N
first semester, butiwas.giver dapNig

. .the spring&semester. ¥
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Direct ob§éé3é—;
“tions; of helping activities for, the

© -, isplated children were, recorded for a

tétal of six hours a week‘f@ﬁ&a;igﬁ'iﬁl

—<Glassrogms coibined. Tqachét\boﬁfngy

encé$* were also held two 6r£§§§ge§aﬁ,'
times a week and, helping ac%iﬁi?ﬁgéf:
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classes gave special corred#ive treat-7.-

- result 4y
“gfemeNtary: school .

L Aaneyt (19
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the teachers describing activities SN
which could aid in socialization. For vy
example: it was suggested that an isor e
lated student could be asked to demon- e
straté a particular skill- to the'classrnff“f%§§

conferences could be held with a
mother in order to aid a child in tak-
ing on more home responsibilitiesy a
child could be asked to make a special
story ‘presentation in class; and a
girl with sex identification Probléms
could be placed in a mixed group,
Sther activities were used, also.

-~

A

Varied results of attempts to help
socially isolated Thildren. There
were no significant-differences, fo
any of the classes, on social status
scofes taken at the béétnnipgﬁgnd end
of each respective semester. A few
ind%;;ﬁpals were helped, but Bonney
(19 felt this was primarily indi-
cative of the fact that future stud-
ies should concentraté on individuals,
rather tban use group dath exclysively,

Bonney'é'findéngs dre not isolated.
Mayer, Kranzler and Matthes (1967)J in
their study of the;effects 5f student
‘counseling on ;oq}ometric choice sta-
tug, Yointed out that research in this
generad.area has shown insignificant
“imprevements from such efforts.
‘Bonnéy%and :Nichdlson I!SSB) also, found
»¥hat pre-ichool experiences did not
qpmpxgyed socialization in

- .

i .
nd some studies
mall“gains in so-
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' (1971F aia fi
1i¢h déminstrated/s
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ckal'ilst;é;\{é #or e&ﬁ}v ren.given Some
- fo¥im of¥ socidl~pérsonal tréatment

n, -19%% rgn)ﬁ,;don and Hoffman,,
7199, cax, 1958 .
Dineen an ’Gapr§@§19$ﬁf EarLyi-i968;
F{quérs%ahdﬁﬂégﬁméki, 1950; and . ¥
Kranzler , ¢8;" Dyer. and Munger,
4966) . ~Howdver, ras Bonney' pointed out |,

the sampJe ‘sizestwere small, the gains:
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were not obtained in typical class-
rooms under special conditions,
and no follow-up studies were made to
indicate whether' the gains were last-
ing. Also, varlables other than those
being man ulated complicated the re-

sults of mpst of the studies.

Y

bution"will be,oRjectivély evaluated
-on, its merits. .
©. 1, ,>/.,
. /o
¢ ‘T (Bonney, 1971, paye 363)

< ]
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\Thegretlcal prd%lemspln helplng soc1a1—
1y isolated chlldren. Bonney dis-.
cusses a number of different reasons,
from several theoretical viewpoints,

+ *as to’ why the advice ®iven teachers
Y

<

concerning socially maladjusted thil-
dren is fallacious. From the area of -
sociometrics it is known that -the.
attitudes of high prestige membefs of
a class are an important factor in
determlnlng how any other member will
be received by the group. Also, an
evaluation of an individual's "ability
performance" wiljf‘depend upon how he
is regarded as a person. Social psy-
chology studies have showrt that in-
creased contact between members of a
group ‘resu 1ncreases in both
positive and neggtive feellngSs,
Gestalt psychologk illustrates the

'importar'xce of an iNdividual's céntri-

bution Nigure) peikg appreﬁséd with
’*;espect t Ehe contr{butio others
. . ”:,——ﬂyr:
] s \\_/
)

(ground). The psychology ‘of percep-

".tion would emphasize how the perceps

tion of an individual's pexformance is
largely determined by performance ex--
pectations, -

Another corsideration is the fact that
the isolated child's delf-concept is
likely to be negative and an inter-
ference’in any efforts of the ild
to esént himself more favorably.
Further, in the sample studies, many
‘of the isolated children had personal-
it roblems that ‘would have been ex-
tr:gel difficult to-alter w1thq»t
dong-ratge, individual attention.

wifects of Interpersonal Attraction on:
Assessments of Student Teachers -

1
Y

< Even in the training process of people

who will face the classroom, the very
measurement of the end-product- of
teacher training is subject to the

'dynamics of emotionally p051t1ve and

negative 1nterpersonal attraction.
Nelson and fiutcherson (1970) explored
the, relatlo ips of Schutz' (1958)°
FIRO Compatzgglitx\sco s among stu-
dent teachers) superv151ng teachers,.
‘and university superv;sors to student-,
teachlng grades. Nelson and Hutchér-
son deflned compatlblllty in Schutz'

' terms as, -

. N

+sea property of a relation between
two or more persons, between an in-
dividual and a role, or between an
individual and a tgsk situation,
that leads to a mutual satisfaction '
of 1nterpersonal needs and harmoni-~ °
ous coexistence. .‘

. (Nelson,ahd Hutchexson,
1970, page 451)

The FIRO Compafibility score does not
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necessarily* include liking but is re-
lated to such things as wogkiné well
together in task-oriented situations
such as the student-teacher training
situation. v
Nelson and Hutcherson measured com-
patibility with FIRO-B which was dis-
cussed earlier in this review in con-
junction with Schutz' theory. The re-
sulting scores were used to derive two
types of compatibility by ranking:

The first type was Interchange Compat-
ibility and was a measurt of the si-
milarity of interaction prefefences of
two people; the second type ‘was Orig-
inator Compatibility which measures
interpersonal tihplementarity and can
be viewed as continuum ranging from an
exclusive preference for originating
to an exclusive preference for receiv-
ing.

Three different combinations of inter-
personal dyads were.examined: (1) stu-

1

university supervisor compatibility,

’

Similar-Dissimilar Attitudes and Inter-

personal Attraction

When one turns to more basic research
in the sociél—psychological literature
concerned with interpersonal attrac-
tion, most Qf the better studies are
usually related.in some way to atti-
tudes. Newcomb (1943) made a study

of friendship groupings at Bennington
College and found that they were re-
lated to similar social attitudes.’
However, the relationship was much
clearer for liberal students than for
conservative students. It seemed that
social attitudes were not as important
in choos#ng friends as far as the-con-
servatige students in this study were
concerned. Another interesting find-"

. ing in this study was that all groups

showed a markedly consistent tendency
to assume that their attitudes.would

dent teacher-university supervisor, - correspond to, those of the majority’ of

$2) student teacher-supervising teach-
er, and (3) university supervisor-
supervising teacher. The tpper and
lower 27% (most and least compatible)
of the group measured were then select-
ed for inclusion in the study of the
relationship of compatibidi to '
grades. e
The first finding was that the graé%»

a student teacher recelived was related
to whether or not, the hniversity super-
visor and the supeXvising teacher were
compatible. A second finding was that
the student teaching grade was also re-
lated to the student teacher and uni-
vexsity supervisor's slimilarity of
interaction preference in the areas of

.
”Xw
)

“™~—participation, prominencé, attention,

ERIC
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belongipg and commitment. A third
finding was that the dlrade in the
student-teaching problems seminar was
related to student teagher and

?
! .

their classmates. Since the attitudes
measured in the Bengpington study were
largely of a progressive social and
economic nature, which was supposedly
the general. trend of thought for the
Benningﬁbn student body, they cannot
be generalized-to conservative and
liberal groups at other campuses with~
out further fhformationz

Effects of attitude similarity on
attraction to a "stranger.” Byrne
(1961) , using 36 male and 28 female
students in an introductory psychology
class at The University of Texas,
found that a stranger who is presented
as having similar attitudes will be
liked more than a stranger with dis-
similar attitudes. The students
filled out a questionnaire suarvey of.
attitudes on various issues which var-
ied in importance, They were later




given a bogus survey of the attitudes

of a mythical zkranger and asked to

evaluate him.,6 Not only did the stu-

dents like the‘mythical stranger with
' similar attitudes more, but they also
preferred more to work with him as a
partner in an experimént, thought he
was more intelligent, thought he had
a better knéwledge of current events,
rated him as more mora}, and rated
him+as better adjusted than a stranger
with dissimilar attitudes.

]

-

Relevance of shared attitudes abouyt™
others. 'In an extensive study, New-
comb (1958)- found that simii%{ char-
acteristics between individuals will
make them more attractéd to each other
if the characterlstlcs that they have
4n common are v1sible and ate of some
relevance or value to the individuals -
obse;v;ng. A student house was rented
and 17 malés--all stranger to each '
other--were selected to live in it.

- free of rent in return for taklng part
in experlments for four or five hours
each week. Among the factors which
were found to be related to interper-
sonal attraction in this group were

" frequency of interaétion from the
perception of reciprocal attraction,
from certain combinations of personal-
1ty characteristics, and from attitu-
dinal agreement" (Newcomb, 1956£ page
586) .

“

/
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Concerning attltudes, it was found
that greater similarity between any
+ two members in assigning liking scores
" to any of the other members was re-
ated to a greater degree of liking
each other. Newcomb also found that
1nterpersonal attraction increased
with the sharing of similar attitudes s
o about important and relevant objects.
A wide range of attitudes was sampled.
However, no single attitudes about

N
\

Q
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-Liking andvattitude projection.

“in personallty.
given two partially completed tést

W

“

objects were as important as a shared
attitude about a group member in ac-
counting for variance of all group
members in regard to the degree of
attraction among pairs. This might
have resulted from the proximity fac-
tor‘1n that the living group came to
kndw eagh other's. attitudes so well
that a single attitude could not as-
sume a crucial role in determlnlng
personal attractlon. -~

Smith
(1957) administered the Allport Vernon
Scale of Values to a sample of 28 soph-
omores and juniors drawn £rop a coursg
Each studernt was then,-

booklets prepared from his bopoklet.

One of the dummy booklets was similar
to the original booklet; one dissimi-
lar. The students were “then asked to
fill in the remaining blanks in the
booklets in the ‘same manner in which
they thought the mythical strangers
would have «completed the booklets, and
to indicate which of the mythical
strangers they preferred as work or
leisure time associates. It was found
that the more an individual saw him-
self as resembllng another individual,
the more he liked him, and that the
more an individual tiénded to project
his own values upohiknother 1nd1v1dual,
the more he liked h

Byrne and Baylock (1963) supported
Newcomb's 1943 £finding that indivi-
duals assumed their attitudes to be
much more like those of others in
their group than was actually the case.
The Left Opinionation Scale and Right
Opinionation Scale (political in na-
ture) and the Dogmatism Scale (con-
sisting of attitudes about other peo-
ple, religicn, self and politics) ge-
veloped by Rokedch (1960) were

-

H
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administered to a sample of 36 married
,ﬁguples. The subjects filled out the
rveys independefttly arld then filled
out the same surveys as they thought
thelr spouses would fill them out.
Byrne found that all the spouses as-
sumed a greater similarity of’ attitude
than was the actual case; a statisti-
cally significant relationship (al-
though a moderate one) was also found
between the spouses' scores. This
presumably illustrates dgain the rela-
tionship between similarity of atti-
tudés and interpersonal attraction to
an individual. . «
3
, Prejudice vs. attitude similarity. .In
a related study Byrne and McGraw (1964)
found that high prejudiced whites re-
sponded favorably to Negroes repre-
sented to them on bogus surveys as
having completely similar attitudes.
However, any deviation from complete
agreement caused the high prejudiced
whites" to react negatively towards
the Negroes. There“was a direct -
Jlinear relationship between. similarity
oof attitudes and liking of Negroes -on
- the part of the.low prejudiced white
group. This suggests that, when using
a scale of this type, one would get
the strongest effect by directly
matching attitudes of experimental
subjects with the bogus form.

[N

Similar-Dissimilar Attitudes as Posi-
tive and Negative Reinforcements

Golightly and Byrne (1964) found that
attitude statements could be used as
both positive and negative reinforce-
ments in a learning task when similar
. and dissimilar attitudes, respectively
were employed. Statements of atti-
tudes which were similar to those of
the subject were given each time a
subject made a correct response and

! - .
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dissimilar attitude statements were
given when an incorrect response was’
made on a simple descrimination task.

»..Thls procedure significantly changed

response pProbability.

Byrne and Nelson (1965) and Byrne
(1969) have sincé developed a rein-
forcement model of interpersonal at-
tractien. The principle of this model
is that attraction towards a person is
a pos1t1ve linear function of the a-
mount of reinforcement in relation to
nonreinforcement received from the
person. Byrne (1969) states that the
use of the concept of reinforcement
places the attraction area in the
realm of learning theory. -

Physical Appearance and Interpersonal
Attraction .

Byrne, Ervin and Lamberth (1970) also
found that other variables in addition
to attitude similarity affect inter-
personal attraction.. A computer dat-
ing study was uséd to test the general-
izability of Byrne's interpersonal at-
traction research. He used 44 male-
female pairs who were selected from
420 undergraduates on the basis of
maximal an minimal similarity of atti-
tudes measured on a 50-item question-
naire. The couples were introduced
given different reasons for their
matching and asked to spend 30 minutes,
with each other on a "coke date." The
"coke date" wa# followed by an assess-
ment by an experimenter on a series of
measures. v

Physical attractiveness, as well as
attitude similarity, were found to be
signigicantly related to interpersonal
attraction, to the physical proximity
“of the "couple" during the interview,
memory of the dates' names at the end

73
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of the semester, frequency of conver-
sations after meeting and desire to
date each other in the Ffuture, Physi-
cal attractiveness alone was related
to the desirability of the "coke date"
as both a future date and a spouse.
. "\

There is also some indication that
there has been recent concern in the
€ducation literature with the role of
appearance. A recent-poll (reported
by Harding, 1969) of 500 NEA members
drawn at-random from the files of the
Association Records Division on the
subject of teachers' appearance in
school supports the idea that class-

.room teachers place some value on ap-
‘pearance, °

<

Over 28% of the teachers polled re-

sponded to the following questionnaire:

3

As a teacher, do you believe that
you have a responsibility to set an
example for your students in matters
of dress and grooming? Must teach-
ers at your school meet arbitrary
standards of dress and grooming?

¢
If so, who sets the standards? Thé
School board? The administration?
A teacher‘group? The "Mrs. Grundys"
in the community? |-
In your opinion, do such standards
infringe upon your rights as ah
individual and a teacher?

(Hixding, 1969, page 46)

The majority of the teachers who re-
sponded felt that they had a responsi-
bility to set an example for their
students in dress and grooming. Notes
attached to the questionnaire empha-
sized the suitability of dress for
both the individual and the occasion.
The remaining three questions relating

to arbitrarily imposed dress sfﬁndards

‘revealed that few school systems had

such standards and that few teachers
found them an infringement on their
rights, even though they may have

been regarded as unnecessary.. )
Of course, the fact that only 28% of ~—
the teachers responded to the poll may
well have had some influence on the
direction of these results. Further,
the following teacher quote (taken
‘from the same review, but not from the
polled sample) may reflect Something
more than a solitary dissenting voice:

Any teacher with his head on straight
knows that it is precisely pecause
school boards and administrations get
away with petty tyranny that they are .
able to get away with mjor tyranny,
like violating academic freedom.

(Harding, 1969, page 46)

Recently, Wiener (1970) has presented

a more serious challenge to the

strength of similar-dissimilar atti-
tudes in determining inferpersonal at- -.
traction. He hypothesiZzed that some

of the individuwal variance in attrac-

- tion.to strangers who hold similar at-

titudes may be accounted for by per-
sonality variables. It was found that
attractiop scores were significantly
correlated with the Dominance-Submis-
sion measure on the Leary Interper-
sonal Checklist. e
N —

Socially Active and
Passive Interaction
(Cooperative and
Competitive Behavior)
Theoretical models for cooperative-
passive and competitive-active

.
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interpersonal interaction are offered
by Leary's (1957) Cooperative-Over-
conventional, Competitive-Narcisstic
dimensions, Schutz' (1958) dimensiog,
of Inclusion, Foa's (1964) Social
Acceptance of Other, and Lorr's and
McNair's (1965) Agreeableness and
Dominance. For example Gotts, Adams
and Phillips (1968-1969) have used
the Leary and Coffey circumplex model
stressing its active-passive dimen-
sions in conjunction with a study of
overt student classroom behavior.

A Model for Categorizing Students'
Active-Passive Behaviors 1n the Class-
room

Gotts et al., recognized the need for
objective and reliable approaches to
the study of overt student behavior

as opposed to observations limited to
verbal behavior. Further, there was

a need for a method of organizing and
interpreting teacher observations
since these data have- the advantage of
being ‘uncontaminated by the effects
that result f£rom the presénce of an
outside observer., Gotts et al.,{also
pointed out that such a method would
represent a savings in expense and
professional skill, whlle mlnlmlzlng
classroom dlsrqptlon and invasion of
teacher privacy.

°

The authors selected 72 discrete behav-
iors related to anxiety and school per-
formance from the psychological 1lit-
erature and prepared booklets in

which each page contained a single
word or phrase describing one 6f these
behaviors. Teachers were then as '
‘to read the booklets.and write o
each page the names of one or two

students who seemed. typlfy the be-
havior describe ﬁ€§9

15

Experienced judges rated the 72 dis- ¢

crete behavior statements on a seven-
point scale with respect to their pro-
—per places on the Leary-Coffey dimen-
sions. Exact definitions were pre-
pared for each scale position and rat-
ings were made with the knowledge that .
the data was at Leary's Level 1 (ob-
servationad). Statements that were
most dissimilar to the Leary-Coffey
categories were rated,as four. A
rating of three or five indicated that
the behavior fit into the range of in-
tensity defined as "adaptive," or nor-
mal, on the Leary model; a two or six
represented extreme behavior; a seven
indicated the most extreme form (in-
cluding pathology) of a characteristic.

After the 72 behaviqrs had been rated
in terms of the 16 Leary-Coffey cate-
gories, 224 fifth-grade children (from
a tested population of 468) from eight
diversely populated Austin, Texas,
schools were placed into one of the

16 Leary-Coffey categories. These '
children were then divided into four °
groups and were described in terms of
the following Leary-Coffey categories:
Gréup A (Aggressives, N = 89) aggres-
sive, blunt, s$gpt1cal Group B (Self-
Effacing Dependents, N = 64) modest,
self-effacing, docile, dependent;
Group C (Responeible Conformers, N
42) cooperative, overconventional,
overgenerous, responsible; and Group D
(Manipulative Coptrollers, N = 29)
autocratic, managerial, exploitative,
competitive. Figure 12 represents
these four groups in orthogonal space.

Interpersonal Coping and Non-Coping
= of Students

- K

Gotts et al., chose a dimension Non-
Coping - Interpersonal Coplng to re-
place, thé Leary-Coffey dimension

R

7 L
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Love - Hate. The Non-Coping - -Coping
dimension is of course similar to the
Leary-Coffey dimension of Intensity
which Leary (1957) has discussed in
terms of adaptive - maladaptive. As
described in the first section of this
paper, Leéry represented the intensity
dimension as radiating outward from
the least intense and most adaptive
lQYel at the center of the circumplex
to” the most intense and maladaptive
level at the circumferences However,
Gotts et al., made intercorrelations
among the Leary-Coffey dimensions, the
typical circumplex patt€rn did not oc-
cur. They found, instead, that an
elliptical space was more representa- -
tive of the data. (See Figure 13.)

‘A variety of indicators of school ad——__

Justment and performance were analyzed
for subjects. These included self~
report measures of anxiety, sex-role
preference and self-devaluation (Tevel
1I), observational and psychometric,

‘assessment by peers and teachers

(Level I), GPA anq Achievement tests P
(Metropolitan Achievement._and Caljfor-
nia Test of ‘Mental Maturzz;T? -

- . .
As was, hypothesized, Group C “(Respon-
sible-Conformers) was superior to
Group A (Aggressiveg) with respect to
having fewer feelings\cn‘fli;nfe\ri.inrity,
less academic and social neuroticism ~
and peer rejection and less self-
devaluation and anxiety, Grouwp C had

-

ACTIVE
/
-
A D
(Aggressives) (Manipulative Controllers)
NON-COPING INTERPERSONAL
COPING
(Self-Effacing (Responsible Conformers) ¢
2 . Dependents) ;
B C
- | - €
! , PASSIVE" . )

e

Figure 12.

School Versus Type Congruency and Type Versus‘Coping Adequacy,

1

Gotts, Adams gnd Phillips, 1968-1969 (from' figure l.of original

o Vo

K}

. memj}>not included’ in Journal of School Psychology article)
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tan Achlevement Tés (Verbal
Verpal) and on the Ca)ifornia

point averages,
that Group A demonstrated

Group D (Manipulative
higher than Group B (se
pendents) on school motive
peer acceptance, and on the Metropoli-
tan Achievement Test (Non Verbal)
Group B was higher than Group D on
proneness to neuroticism and self-
devaluation,

Active vs. Passiye Maladaptivity to

- the School Environment

Q®
School anxiety as an aggressive stu-
dent response. In another study using

,:blunt ‘than overconventional;

was found that boys were more: (1)
(2) skep~
tical than ‘overgenerous; (3) 'aggressive
than cooperative; (4) competitive than
dependent; (5) exploitative than
‘docile; apd (6) mpanagerial ‘than gelf-
effacing.

T . -

There were.no significant dlffErences
between the anxiety groups - ok between

. the boys and girls on: the dlmension

autocratic - modest, nor wag there any
significant difference between the
boys and girls on the responsible -
distrustful dimension. Generally, -
School Anxiety was related to neﬁatlve

#
X

v -

personality characteristics anhd not: to R

characteristics usually valued as
positive (cooperative, responsible,
etc.)

Adaptive-academic, adaptive-social,
maladaptive-active and maladaptive-
passive students in the classroom

e the Leary-Coffey circumplex model, J'society."”

<2 Gotts (1968) explored the possibility
of a systematic relationship between Gotts research identified the socially
school anxiety and the Leary- Coffey active-maladaptive student but did not

l dimensions. School Anxiety was dis- describe the d%cially.passive student
cussed a5 a form of anxiety connected in terms of in-school experience. In
with in-school experiences and related fact, peterson‘(1968) has shown that
to an aggressive student response re- the active-malhdaptive child is, more
sulting in interference with in-school disliked by teéchers than the passive
social relations. It.was contrasted maladaptive ch;ld Peterson identi-
with neurotic anxiety in that the lat- fiéd four student behavioral types
ter is associated with passive, self- that closely c¢rresponded to the di-
effacing, dependent ,behavior. mensions uséd in Table V of this re-
o : view tg déscrilie the convergences of
It ‘was found that childreg with high five models of iinterpersonal inter- ‘
School Anxiety were: (1) more blunt action. Peterson's types were: (1)
than overconyentional; (2) more dis-° -Adaptive-Academic, described’as "pure
trustful thansresﬁbﬁsible;'73) more workers" who are highly achievement
‘skeptical than overgenerous;’ (4) more oriented and Lo% work-avoidance orix
aggressive than cooperative; (5) more ented; (2) Adaptive-Social, described )
competitive than dependent; and as actively involved ifiwork but also
(6) more exploitative than docile, high in work-avoidapée activities even
When boys were coppared with gixls it though meeting woj demands;

’ <
»//f ‘ ¢ )
. o
Q —‘ /..—\ Q BU -
) ' . - . N—




(3) Maladaptive-Active: described‘as
students who reject the achievement

e

¥

orientation and actively disrupt work 7

activities; and (4) Maladaptive-Pas-
sive, described as students who work
nor disrupt work but passively avoid
any form of participation in the] class
room,
behavior would appear'to Be behavior
wthh is gither disruptive of removed
from the task at hand”

% i 31,
RS

The 1dentlflcat10n of these studént
behavioral types was based on. the as-
sumptlon that work—achle s nt-ori-
ented behav1or is the most" adaptlve in
a, culture reinforcing those mptives::
Several hypotheses concernlng the

As in Bales' model, maladgbtlve;

r."‘" (

h

o

status of these student behavioral™~ -
types within' the classroom context
¢+ were based on the same assumption. It

was hypothesized that the types would
order themselves: with respect to ¢
teacher and student preference as fol-
lows: Adaptive-Academic  Adaptive-
Social Maladaptive-Passive Mal-
adaptive-Active, However, the stu-
deﬂts preference was expected to be

" less intense than the teachers'.

Seven hundred fifty stuéents were
observed in 28 classrooms taught by
14 teachers and rated according ‘to the
degree to which *they were either work-

_ oriented or work-avoidant in their

+ classroom behavior. All students were
ranked once according to the total
amount of work-avoidance' behavior re-
corded on three to five observations
and once on the total amount of work
behavior recorded. Students who were
ranked simultaneously in both the top
quartile of the work measure and the
bottom quartile of the work-avoidance
measure, in both the bottom quartile
of the work measure and the top quar-
tile of-the work-avoidance measure or

yrn~thé;gsR or bottom quartlles on both

14

ERI
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the study.,

o

L - - . .. I
Soéioﬁetric{questionnairés, opiniofi-
naires apd flnaltgrades were used to
assesSrteacher and peer*reactxons to
the fofir behav1ora1 types. ‘It was”
found that teachers were most approv- . - .
ing of the Adaptlve-Academlc type oﬁ S ;/;%5”‘
student.. Peer preferénce was gener@iﬁ//
ly the same as. the teacher prefefen ,;ﬂ'
but peer’ apprdVal shong &ess‘ln;e‘%‘—

1A
s1ty,, Both work-orlented

d work-
avo&d;ng stidents generally preferred -
studentS'Who wefg s1m11ar to them-Y
6elves4v The wofk- avoidanc pattern
"Was fbund predomlnantly with boys,
rather than with girls. Thus, in the
context of the classroom, active work7
avgidance and work-disruptive behav-’
iors can be defined as socially mal-
adaptive insofar as they result in '
teacher and. -peer disapproval. Slml—
larly, as Gotts (1968) p01nted out,
the aggres51ve behaviors defined as,
School Anxiety were maladaptive in
terms of 1nterfer1ng,w1th‘1n-sdhool
social relations; although school
anxiety was quite distinct from the
behavior pattern characterized as
neurotic anxiety. >

/

’

Conversely, as the following studies
will illustrate, adaptive behavior as
defined by -the school context includes
such "active" functions as achlqument
striving aqd task-oriented productlv-
ity. Passive, dependent behavior can
be "adaptive" if it is instrumentally
oriented, hence pleasing to the teach-
er. In terms of Leary's circumplex,. -
the dependent personality is roughly
complementary to the autocratic and
responsible types which correspond
(Uchiyama and Lindgren, 1971) to many
teachers' ideal self.
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Developing AchleVement,Str1V1ng as

. Schoe//’daptlve Behavlq;
S0 2; 2 .l:stuﬁlgs_have.beentcbﬁcerned
. Afith the development of achievement
¥+motivation in the child. Reimanis -
(1970) summarizes the concepts formi-
Jated in earller work by Cranaall
(Crandall, Katkowsky‘and Preston, 1960;
CrandallL,Preston and Rabson, 1960Q;
and Crandall, K tkowsky and Crandall,
1965) on the deve pment of individual
differences in aghievement striving
as a function of social réinforcement:

s

In the pregence of predictable ap-
proval ang disapproval for achieve-
ment behdvior resulting from con-
sistency/ in adult reactions the
child forms a feeling that he can
control hi$ own reinforcements : he
deve bps Internal relnfbrcement con-'
61. In the absence of internal
reinforcement control, the ¢child
failﬁ to associate social approval
with his own>behavior and may be-~
lieve that approval comes haphazard-
ly i1 ependent of"his own efforts.
In such a case the child will fail
to develop a strong tendency for .
achievement behavior. /
. (Reimanis, 1970, pa l79)
Crandall, Katkowsky and Crand#ll (k965)
found evidence of internalFeinforce-
ment control with thirds#raders, and
predictable changes wih age. Moss
and Kagan (1961) spéwed a low positive
relationship b-f feen achievement striv-
ing if nursesf and elementary school
-‘and elemg? ary school and adolescence,
suggps 1ng that individual differences
achievement motivation appear by
///f’the time a child is four or five years
of age. ' -
" L4

Reimanis 11970 hypothesized that the

achievement st¥iving of kindergarten
chlldren would be related to the

. P 8%

s o

o

amoun}? of teacher approval they re-
ceived for achievehent behavior angd
that individual differences would be \
found between children who possess 1n- t
ternal reinforcemefit control and those
who have not developed a feeling of .M
internal reinforcement control with
respect to achievement behavior and
social approval.

»

subjects were 45 boys in four kinder3
garten classes taught by two different
teachers (a male and a female). Data'
on teacher approval of achievement:
behavior was obtained from observay
tions and rating scores that comblned
the degree -of teacher approval with
the degree pof achievement demonstrated /
by the thia in each individual: ’
- achievément behavior whenever it oc-
4/gufred Achievement striving behavior )
was observed in 20-second periods for . Rz
éach child during each free work or '
assigned activity period. (If the
child showed no sign of achievement |
striving during that period, a score; ‘
of 0 was recorded, while -a child wh%&
seemed completely absorbed in his wbrk
received a score,of 3.) The obserya-
tions continued over a period of four
weeks, at the end of. which the teach-
ers rated each child on the amount of .
1nternal reinfdrcement .control the - ‘
chlld,seemed to hdve. These ratlngs < .t
were Used to divide the children into -
groups. Data was divided into two
sections and the observatlons of the’
first two weeks were compared with the |
observations during the second two
weeks of the study. v <. ‘ ‘

. ) <

Intefactions between internal rein-
forcement control and teacher approv- -
al. Relmanlg (1970) found that, for . .
children with high internal reinforce- /
ment control, there were significant

positive relatlonshlps between changes’ ] s




v

_ in the approval ratios and changes
in achievement str1v1ng from the
flrst to the sec hd twp-week period.
For chlldren u@ 1ow. fhternal rein-
forcement_control, the approval ratios
increase¥ gignificantly from the first
to the second period; the achievement
str1v1ng of the children decreased.
However, the low internal. reinforce-
‘ ment © group was inpt sagnlflcantly lower
* in achievement str1v1ng overall than
the high internal teinforcement ‘group.
On a further teacher rating of de-
. pendencyn it was_found that low de-
_ pendency chlldren‘manlfested less®
aphlevement str1v1ng behavior t
children 'who were higt Y dependent

“
Further analysis show that the fe-
mare .teacher, while not differing” from
the: male’ teacher i ratie of ap-
proval to disapprovalj seemed to be *

less nurturant and pprtive of de- ;, dependency'more with negative atten-

pendgncy behavior/and more supportiv' e tion- gett1ng mechanlsms. R ¢ ’

of achievement ef¥orts and accompllsliNvl ", . : - .
o, Ments than the male teacher. The e teachers responded'to boys and '

achievement-striving Scores for the
female teacher's pupils were s1gn1f1-
oaﬁtly higher than for the male teach-

N\ oer's puplls dur1ng the entlre fonr-

week period of observatlon. " Co

These studies suggest that, tgo some

-Acheson (1969) ran a study of student- Y
-teacher 1ntenactlon assoc1ated with .

..*than boys did.

>nature, the *teachers generally re— e

student dé ndent behav1ors. Specifi-
cally,.the in eractlons studies were | -

"chains," or p tegzs of behavior in
whirch a dependen udent behav1or was
er response which

followed by d‘:tea
in turn was followed by a ‘student re-
sponse to the teacher's responsef '

b3

Thirty-four Head-Start children wére
observed separately for 15-minute ses-
sions of free play and special nota-
tions made of dependent types of in-- K
teractions. It was found that girls =~ . = | -
and boys were similarly dependent, )
but differed somewhat i# the manner in
which thefr _dependency was expressed.
Girls were more emotionally dependent )
and sought closer proximity as well as

glancipng and staring at adults more “
, Boys expressed their y ]

v

girls in the same manner. If the stu# A
dent dependency was instrumental in

sponded positively. However, if def \
pendent behaviors were emotional in %

nature, the teachers reSponded negg- -
tively. L1kew1se, Student reactio “to
teacher ;espohse was the same for boys

extent) the teacler can help theﬂghild
//‘to sustain achievement metivation by . and girls. The students engaged 17 - .
. expecting and reinforcing achievement _ - task-oriented behaviors 1mmedlate y o
behavior. However,‘for children who'; following positijve teacher reactlgns, ;‘ "
- ﬁ, Jhave not yet developed internal ‘rein- whereas they engaged in. more dependent
' * forcement control with respect t “?Fs ‘ behavior if the teachet response was
N ach1evement and social approval the , hot positive, In general, the syu- 'T
. esults of. the teacher*s efforts 'to dents who initiated an interaétion C .
reﬁlforce achleveme'nt by approval w1Il - with instrumental dependency would end
_ not, be apparent, at least withih: thg * the interaction w1th task-oriented .
length of time Tore month) covered by behav1or.~ In contfagt} those sQudents -
Relmanls ,study. . 7 . ~ 2 who initiated Lnteractlons on aq emo- | :
P . ) ) S tionally” dependent basis would con-
o : e N " . tinue the emotional dependency. . <
Teacher response’to emotionally vs. . - ' g o S
, instrumentaldly dependent, children. - This st?dy suggests that, if teathers )
< " . - . AN M . . ., . > .
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desire their more dependent stu@gnts‘ not specified hew this response dif-

to become independent, prodlctive and fered from the preceding response ~ 0

task- orlented they should channel "not being prepared"; and (12) fear . )

these students' dependency needs into of teacher,

. instrumentally oriented dependencies. g .

The child may still need help, but at The second testing showed little change

Jeast -this help will be given in such in the rank ordéring with the excep-

a way that he can acquire a greater tion of- "m;ght Be' laughed at"‘whlch )

sense of accomplishmént through suc~ " changed in Yank from seventh to elev-

cessful completion of tasks which are th and was selected as an item by

accomplished in a relatively indepen- SO%\ﬁewer students. Apparently, durlng

dent manner. . the sevegfmonth period, many students
T felt mote acSepflance from their teach-

Yo ’ er and peers.

Student pass}yltg in gplassroom dis-

cussion tasks, Focu51ng specifically The hlgh frequency of students' fear,
on passive forms of student response, ,of being wrong seemed t contradict J
Applegate (1969) 1nvestlgated the the finding that "fea f teacher" yas
problem of student reticence in class- . the reason least freéquently chosen ¢
réom interactlon. The study took for reticence in class. Itymay have
‘Placé in a hiddle- class -suburban been that stydents' fears were more
unior high' school and uséd three ) related to peer acceptanc *
ninth-grade classes over a seven teacher acceptance, but this: pdss < )
. {month period. Currrﬁglum materials bility was not explored in the stud v
/were used which would be conducive to , . -
verbal participation, Students were Applegade concluded that if clgssroom Cor
also placed in groups of 10 to 15 (as« teaq{ers want more student verbal !
opposed to the usual,25 to 30) in .° participatiord, ‘they should vary the ‘
order‘to encourage participation. - size Of intra-class groupiiig anﬂ as- >
sist students in "saylng what they \& N
The students were given two questlo mean.," .‘ % >
nairs seven months apart to determ er ! ‘ . |
why students might choose to refrain +Some teacher-student conflict related .
from any verbal P icipation whatso- ‘''to maladaptive school behavior may re=-
ever, Responses from the first ad-. sult ‘from competition between similar- "
ministration of ‘the test were rank or- ly active personality types.' Gotts® , e “
dered from most frequent to least fre- (1968) subjects with school anxiety
quent as follows: (1) students. not , wer¢ similar to suctessful student &
belng able to say what' they mean? teaihers (Uchiyama and Lﬁndgren, 1971) ¥

{2) p0551b111ty of being wrong he active behaviors of competitive-
(3) too many "smart" kids ip the class; .ne S or aggressgiveness., Boys--who

. (4) not being prepared; (5) too shy tend to have more school adjustment
to talk in class; 6) someone else pnoblems thkan girls--were also similar
- will say it_anyway;l '(7) might Be i to the teachers in being managerial
laughed at; (8) afraid of ‘being laughed ;ather than self-effacing. In con-
rat; (9) possibility of giving wrong * - trast to these students, however, the ,
answer; (10) students feel that they successful teachers tended to be mgre
; are stupid; (11) got prepared (it was responsibleyand m9re conventional.

re
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' zﬁflve vs. Passive Personality Charac-
teristics of Successful Student Teach-

ers
>~ . 1

Bchiyama and Lindgren {1971) investi-
gated the ideal teacher concepts. of

teacher training subervisors, students
in practxce teaching and studenes be-
ginning teacher training.

Female stu-
'sors rated

oring
.ycholo-
rated by
sorority ststers as high on 12 adjeg-
) tivés on the Gough's Adjective Che¥k
Ligt: dominant, persérvering, per-
A\\\\\ sisteat, serious, opinionated, ambi-
- tous, demanding, logical, rigid, clear-.
' thinking, determined, responsible.
The low fep@léN\scorers on the STSF
. were most ntly rated as: curi-
ous, affpchi , careless, easy-

: going, wnco onal, dreamy, under-
etanding, 1 ible, cheerful,
. * natural, individualistic,

hghtful,

Thé* stully showed that the ideal-teach
er concept keld by gemale practice-
. teaching supervisors, as indi&ated by
. s a 30-item forced-choice test, between
i{ . the two §roups(§f adjectlves, was ,
B closest to the ersonalltxkstereotype
* which emerged from peer gréhp judge- *
* n@nts of"successful studept teachers,
the idea-teacher conceptswof" female
practice-teaching trainees. &ere closek
to those of the supervisors than to
thoee of female students enterlng .the
teacher education program, - o :
- - .
The author§;901ntqd out that "such
'« results ‘are cons1stent with what one
would expect from social learning theo-
ry in that expgsure to a powerful .
model elicits' imitation." (Uchiyama
apd Lindgren, ldﬁl, page 470.) <Since
the '5TSF was a measure of studént-

' %4 »

-

s

L‘l
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fo- 2
“du, o -
teacher supervisor's opinions as to

which trainees would make the* most -.
successful teéchers,°it is not surpris-
ing that this group also considered /
‘the personallty stereotype of success-
ful trainees to be “ideal!" Essen-
tially, the profession select® its own- -
. members according to a consistent
model,'and aspirin g‘nembers learn to
confoYm to that model. This sugge
that school environment, insofar as )it
is defined by the personality types ‘of
its teachers, will tend towards uni-
formity wrather than diversity.

-

’ ﬁurtber, the personality type des-
scribed by the first 12 adjectives fits
a falréy consistent pattern on all of &
the systems of interpersonal dimen-
sions described in this paper: the
successful teacher trainee (and the
"ideal") is Socially active, rather
than-passive, Emotlonally negative,
rather than positive, and seems to be-
long.in Eeary's\category of Managerial-
Autocratic. :

/e \\\"\.~ ) . ¢

i Codbegative and’Cb;;;ZTEIVe:B ior '

from a Game:Theoretical épprqach‘

[N

There is an exten51ve body of social-,, .r3
llterature on cooperé* ..

psychologlca
tive and competitive, behaVior.a-ert—
;ng in ;933 May and Dogp defined these
behavtors as follows:
.0n a social level Individuals com- -
pete with one another when:» (a) they
are striving to achieve the same goal
which is scarce, (b) They dre pre-
vented by the rules of the situation
from ach1ev1ng this geal in equal
amounts; (c) they perform better
when th ‘goal can be achieved in
uneg#al amounts ; and, (d) they have
. refatively few psychologlcally~af—
filiatjve contacts with one another

o . . -~
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««oindividuals cooperate with one
another when:' (a) they are striving s
to achieve the same or tomplimentary
goals that can be shared; (b) they -
are required by the rules of the
situation to achieve this goal in
nearly equal amounts; (c) they per-
form better when the goal can be

. N ‘achieved 1n equal amounts; and (d)
they have relatlvely many .psycholo-
gicglly affiliative contacts with

one another,

N

. (May .and Doob, 1937, page fb)

- - It.cao be argued that cooperative and
competitive behavior do not correspond™
respectively to passive and active

. behavior. However, in-practice, the

) dynamics w1th1n a game-theory labora-
A tory situation are such that a coopera-
) tive response pattern is a low-inten- ‘
sity, passive or1entatlon. Aside from
this argument, it is intuitively clear
that the game-theoretical approach
focuses directly on the activity-
passivity bipolar dimension insofar as
the cooperative player puts himself at.

eiﬁercx‘pf_tpe cher player. )
Lewin (1931) pointed out the problem
that.many areas of Psychology were-
caught in %he Aristotelian categori- -.
zation approach to science as opposed
to" a more Galilean approach focused on
prediction, even if the preédiction is -
only'of an .ideal case., It is for
that reason that the area of ‘ame 'theo-
ry will represent the context for
which cooperative and competltlve in-
terpersonal interaction are digscussed,
This approach wlll also offer a com-

¥ plement to the descrlgtlve method,
which predominates in ‘this genétal
area, o=

~
N N

.Game models for classroom Ihteractions.

8¢

[ER\, ) )
.
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~dent(s) and student(s) and _student(s)

NV1dual'

A game provides a model for a large
variety of different types 0of inter-
personal transactions between stu-

and teacher(s) in which the teacher
sometimes plays the role of the experi-,
menter by giving or withholding re-

ward and sometimes the role of a game ‘
player who is attempting to win or to
maximize joint gains. Rapoport (1959)
defines game theory as follows:

Game theory is an attempt to bring
within the fold of rigorous deduc- .
tive method those aspects of human v
behavior in which conflict and coop-
eration are conducted in the context
of choices among alternatives whose
range of outcomes are known to the
% fullest extent to the participants.

(Rapoport, 1959, page 65)
Of course, in the classroom the out-
comes of interpersonal interactiorf -are
not always known to the participants.
However, work and study oriented in-
teractlons and most student- teao%erw
1nperactlons involving competition for
control are structured such that the K
alternative rewards or punlshments are .
clearly foreseeable.

%

Gallo and McCllntock (1965) stressed
the importance of game theory. in that
it provides' well controlled, smail .
group 1nteract10n situations with
easily, quantlflable date (for. example .-
the number of coopérative 'responses, . ‘
to.name but one of the many possibili-
ties of organizing game»experlmental A
data 1n a quantlflable fashlon) \

'GameS.of thlS type, alse prov1de an ex- N

".cellent opeortnn1o§ to study the indi-
perceptl ns, motivation, per- .
sonality structure ands attitudes, ~ . .
)
A game ﬁreguently used- in research of
RS N : : *

~
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this type is the t¢o-person, nonzero-
sum, mixed -motive game. This is also
_referred to as a ?prisoner's dilemma"
‘game, or G-type game (Scodel, Minas,
Ratoosh and Lipefz, 1959). This game
is one in which the two players have’

-~

common interests which are not strict-

+ 1ly opposed, that is, the geals con-

* flict to some degree but are also con-
gruent. Attempts to galn points at
the expense of the other player may be
punished by retallatlon from the other
player; whereas joint cooperative be-
havior is rewarded

¢

The role of communication in game co-
operation or competition. There was
///—;iih concern in the Jiterature w1th
the role that communlcatlon played.
It was felt that if people could com~
municate their intentions, joint co-
operation would result. Loomis, (1959)
hypothesized that players in such a
~ game would perceive trust and”hence
cooperate if they both knew, that only
their mutual cooperation would enable
them to hecome successful in ‘tHe game.
He compared an experimehtal group that
was allowed to communicate with notes
at five levels, each of which con-—~
taineq more information about the game
relationship, with a control group
that was.not aflowed to .communicate
with each other. 1t was_found that
the group given the chance to communi-
cate cooperated more than did the con-
— trol group,- and that the relationship
‘be;wwen communication and cooperation
increased as the level of communica-
"tion increased. )

4
ﬁowever,'1L other studies any form of
1nterpersonal interaction beyond the
actual game choices hasvnot made much
dlfference in developing cooperatlon
Scodel. et al. (1959) found that out of
41 ‘pairs of players, only two .pairs
played anything that\could be termed a

* Y 3 ’ -

_«cooperative strategy.

-

~

In fact, the
frequency. of competitive rgsponses in-
creased throughout the series of
trials. Although - half of the pairs
were allowed tb talk things‘over face-
to-face halfway through the game, it <
appeared from the statements taken (//
from all subjects at the end of - the - ,
game that they either hoped to suc-

cessfully double-cross the other play-

er or were avoiding being double-

ocrossed by their choice of non-coopera-
tive responses. In a similar study, '
Scodel and Minas (1960) used 36\prlsom
inmates as subjects, with no opportun-
ity to.communicate face-to-face or
throqgh goteg, andwvwith cigarettes

" operating as .the payoff--a valuable

‘trolled degrees of information we&e

commodity to these subjects. Again, ) !
there were more -competitive th%p co-
operative responses, and increasingly
so in*he second half of the game.

-

“

It appears from the above studies that
merely lettihg subjects talk to each
other will. not increasg the number of
cooperative responses. A ‘number of
factors might be involved in this type
of result. As suggested by Deutsch
(1949), 1nd1v1duals who perceiwve the
situation as competltlve may not re-
spond to any cooperative cues. Schel-
ling (1960)'has also pointed out that
Such things as knowledge of the pay-
offs and tacit agreements made via the.
actual choices of the players are an
important form of communication and
thus might minimizZe any experimental - _-
differences between groups that are )
allowed to communicate verBally and w3
those that are not. - Loopis’ (1959) N
results, on the other hand, were de- -
rived from a study in which exten51ve
control aid canned. notes with con

used, rather than face-to-face uncon-
trolled communication. Wichman (1970)
found that’ the high degree of

N N
e é’

v
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competitiveness, typically found in
Prisoner's Dilemma games,,may be
largely a function of the’ conditions
of isolation in the experiment., When
subj S were merely allowed to see
'eaogegiEEEﬁ\c eration 1ncreased
Pilisuk, Potter, arrd W1nter
(1965) -also stated thazgzﬁe*ce ti-

-

\

have shown that the type of orienta-
tion that a subject receives towards
the experimént is important in deter-
.mining the types of response that he
will make in the game situation.
*Deutsch (1958 and 1960) found that w1th‘
an 1nd1v1duallst1c orientation the

v »

fo

e choice of cooperatlon Or non-coopéxa- w%g :§§ ?_
tion lhat freguently ocgurs 1sm§of\fhe\\\giog was largely a function of the ip-- ~<ia Ne
regult of the, gersonalltles of. the dependent variable(s), whexaas comv S
'subJécts. ) 4 : petltlvei;\ofiented,subjects gompeged . vt

: . T the most, and cooperatlver,erentedapt tﬁ
Incon51stent outcomes in game-theory subjects cooperated §he most.* - - * ¥
studies have often been explained in. E - ) )
terms of{subject differences (Oskamp - : - e
anq Perl , 1965). However, Sampson Indlvjbua;;personalatg d;ffesgnces.oa W
and ¥aydush (1965) have found essén- ‘"flexible_ ¢ 2lity."™ lelnstlne,‘ ALY
tially the same- game-playing strate- Potash and Wlison (1963) #ids Bixen- A
gies fox widely differing subject "stine and Wilson (1963) séudledlthe - )
_populatlons.(lr — effects of preprogrammed;coopefatlve1@éefyﬁ EE
s T - ' response’ pefcentages and-patterns”in “
LA T . ""combination with a persaﬁﬁfity,yarl- = o
' The role’of:social.expectatioﬁb. .Much: able called "flexible ethicality." T
of. the behavior which can bé observeé ‘Flexible ethlcgilty repregéﬁﬁeﬂjthe o o ”
in game theory situations would fall *fm,ﬂegree to which ‘oxe’s syséem of'éthics er B
into Leary's (1957) interpersonal di- was dependent upon, figid an uncompro . ;gga:
mensions of Competltlve-Narc1551stlc. mlélng dogma as oppOsed-%b a f;gx;ble«* I
A playEr who used a pacifist s rategy, outlook upon life. Thlsﬂhyperof‘ﬁér~ f;u'ﬂ'<”\*
"i.e., cooperative even though gni per- nality wouldgilt into Leary s-igner ¥4 o o
" son with whom he .is playing is, com- cle on the Aircumplex.model ;epre- :
. peting, will usually be taken .ad sénting moderate Spitensity_at! the adap~~ e
"7 tage of if such exploitation can tive. level. Elex?ﬁii ethlcallgqfw0u1d .'ézijggﬁz
done with impunity, Mirlowe, .Sergen be classified as ideal typé" in & | =f J'”;g
and Doob (1966) have explained this the Schutz systen?n;Ebre\entlng the i"Afg', e
tyée of  behavior as the re%ult of the type-of individual .with approprlate *'i‘ 2
“ fact thbat people don't expect this need sgtisfaction..- The results of Ta -
interpersthal interaction to endure both B?ﬁ!ﬂﬁtine et al. studies demon- 2
 beyond .the game, If people expect .an Strated that those with a more ethi- e .
' endurlng 1nterpersonal relatlonshlp cally flexible system of valudes coop- h -
they wllr -be more cooperatlve. 'Many erated to the ‘greatest degree. i . 2.
of :our social problems may be based A T2
on the fact that similar dynamics gﬁ o ] N )
operate outside of the sBcial psycho-, !/ Sex differences. . Sex differences; as =
logical labotatory. ' %ﬁg related to caqoperation and competition =
: ’ . are also discussed in- +the gaﬁ theory
. ‘ literature. The general finding has - L
“The role of experimental. (social) been that females’ are more cooperatlve : .
orientations. A number of studies ‘than males in ‘their. game strategles, “ >

.

ot .,
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c e
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“make,
’ terlstlcarly built up to a’higher

- =

cooperative strategies
decrease with age (McClintock and
Nuttin, 1969/ Shears and Behrens, 1969;
Sjoberg, Bokander, Dencik and Lingbom,
1969; -and Tedeschi, Heister and daha-
gfn, 1969) . Rapoport and Ch

(1965a and 1965b) have found contrast-
ing results in experiments which have
had over 300 trials and hence 300 co-
operative-competitive decisions to
They found that males charac-

and that such

level of coémeratlon after an initial
deﬁllne, whereas femaLes gpntinued a
competltlve strategy eﬁ%n after 300
trlals. : Vi i .

CbmmuniqationgVar!ables

Y

The problem of relatlng ‘'verbal and non-
verbal behavier,to the -dimensions of
xnterper onal behavior is eﬁcrmgusly
compllcat by the fact that, typical-
ly,. ﬁommunlcatlons research im’'such
fields as bloloqu anthropology,and
llngulstlcs has focused.on the identi-
flcatlon and structure of ‘the dlscrete
unlts and larger sets communlgatlon.
+However, psycholodical reseakrch in
this field is mére concerned with the
relationship of®communicatjon to such
constructs as affect, the mnconscious,
individual personallty organlzatlon
of the-interaction of various’ person-
ality types in groups. Hence, -not
only the methodology, but the under-
lylng assumptions about what consti- °
. tutes communication and about the re-
lationship of verbal and non-<verbal
communication to physiology or to
soc1ety and culture will vary wldely .
from theory to theory and from study
to study. .

1 4

'Ld

Theoretical Systems of Cpmmunication
‘Although biologists,' anthropologists

-

.
. ' ’ TN

" bral organization (Gellhorn, 1968), -

»
r --‘ -
N

‘ 4
‘Behavigristic linguistics. -

and linguist§‘disagree among themselves
as to the degree to which verbal and
non-verbal behavior is "universal" (as
opposed to culturally determined), it P
seems safe at this point to assume that
certain physiological' features deter-
mine the bodily expression of affect

in both men and animals (Darw1n, 1965) .

However, the differentiation and-sen-
sitization of affective rggionse.to ?. ’
the environment, the emotidnal content,
of "message" that is communicated, and _
the choice (conscious or unconscious)
or particular units or sets or behav-
ior to communicate that message are ,
determined by a wide range of vari- ’

ables including: maturation and cere-
T

s
“the~ momentary ‘organization of the com~ !
_munication field (the individuals' ex-:
perlence, psycholoqlcal state and 1n-;
terpersonal relationship, ebc.), ahd:

, the traditional norms of" the gLven ¥ ol

® culture in which- the- communication, cre
takes place (Birdwhistell, 1970; HaIl
1959) .,

prs
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lSth theories in linghistics general-
ly spec1fy that the medaningful units
of.” any language (its” phonemes, mor-
phemes “and the syntatlcal organlza-
tlon) are_a unique selectlon from the

un;verse of physlologlcal capabllltges —

of the speech organs and- a- unlque ar-
rangement of -the possible sets of
sounds,ﬁboth of which are highly
spec1f1fc to the given language and’
determined for the ind1v1dual‘$y his
culture, Verbal communication could
thus be* v1ewed as.an all-or-none phe-
nomefhon (51m11ar to the blologlst's
view that a neuron either does: or does
not fire in affect;ve behavior) and
langu§/e learnlng can be seen-as a
process of 1nstrunental conditioning,

»
oo

Behaviors e

ey
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De Saussure's (1916) distinction be-
tween langue and parole--between the
structure of a language and features
associated with speech in a given in-
dividual at a given time and/or in a
given context--has been the corner-
stone of the science of descriptive
linguistics and explains much of the
structural—tinguist's view of verbal
communication as somewhat mechanis-
tic transmission of "information."
Certain super-segmental phSnemes, such
as pitch, contours, terminal junctures.
and, to some extenp, stress, are con-
sidered to be features of an entire
utterance and to be in some way relat-
ed to the interpretation that the
speaker places upon the content of the
utterance. (Pike, 1943, has a cate-
gory of "non-speech sounds.") Never--

theless, these are regarded as part of -

the lawful organlzatlon, or code, of
the language. As Gleason (1965)
. states+ "In actual speech a native
speaker would not be in the lease ca-
pricious in his selection of certain
intonation for a given sentence. Nor
will the average American fail to re-
»f“'actﬁdifferently to senteéences which are.
. \i‘alxke ‘in the words composing them but
dlffenent in intonation." (page 44)
Inﬁgfeqtlce this categery of super-
"R segmdntal§ Has often served as a kind
f of'"resldual catch-all" for structur-
- allség who aVbld reseéarch on those ele-
ments most likely to become "contami-
" mated" with the express1ve or affect
varlables in human’. communlcatlon.
I «;:‘
\( B
Nevertheless, a

.

Parallngulstlcs“‘

group of Amerlcan llnguists have con-
cerned themselves’ w1th‘just these fea-
_ tures in an attempt{tozdeflne and or-
. der’ the "non-llngulstlc" or, more-pro--
perly, paralzngulstlc features of ver-
. bal cqmmuh;caplon. ‘Freger (1958)

RIS

|

~

.

divides de Saussure's pa>ole into
"voice qualities" (the physiological
characteg}stlcs of an individual's
sp@ech organs) and "vocalizations."
As "vocalizations" he discusses such
meaningful verbal acts as laughing and
crying, along with the expressive fea-
‘tures of speech like pitch and 1nten-
sity and various universal speech units
such as the affirmation, negation and
hesitation formulas (in English, "uh-
hUh," "uhluh," and "uh"). Similar

_ baralinguistic systems have been de-

veloped by Pittenger and Smith (1957),
and Hockett (in press) for English, by
Stockwell, Bowen and Silva-Fuenzalida
(1965) for Spanish and by Trager (1960)
for Taos., Trager (1961) has also com-
pared his findings for Taos with those
of Pittenger, Hocket and Danehy (1960)
for English+in an attempt to discover
any lawful relationships between inton-
ation structures and paralinguistic

* structures of languages.

.

X ' -
Eor purposes of the present review, |,

the most promising features of the
studies in paralinguistics are the no-
tational or transcription systems de-
veloped for researgch in descriptive
linguistics and paralinguisticss Plt—
tenger et _al. (1960) present both phy—
nemic and paralinguistic transcription
of the first five minutes of a phychi-
.Aatric interview, a phonograph record
of which is available for use in learn-
ing the transcription_ system. McQuown
(1957) also combines linguistic with
paralinguistic ,transcription of an in-
terview and discusses the preblemg ‘of
distinguishing between the linguistic-

“6r cultural norm and the individual

and expressive features of verbal be-
havior. .

'
s

Xinesics and proximics. 1In the field
of non-~verbal communication, the two

.

.
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pioneer investigators, Birdwhistell
and Hall have also divised transcrip-
tion systems for klngglc and proximic
‘behaviors, based in large part on the
assumptions made by the structural __
linguists. Birdwhistell {1952 and
1970) details A\"microkinesic" system
of those behav1o which he considers
to be parallel tg¢/ the phonetic lewvel
of speech (i.e«7 to exhaust the observ-
able discrete behaviors of the commu-
nication organs) in that all parts of
the body are described in motion and >
position. Birdwhistell has also
searched for the organization and -
larger sets’ of kinesic communication.
Kinemes are -analoguous to phonenes
. (i.e., the smallest meaningful unit of

communication, behavior); kinomorphs

are those features in 'which there is

a dependent relationship between kine-
. mes or kines from more than one motion
area (here, the analogy to morphemes
seems less clear). These are tran-
scribed by a macrokinesic notation
(Birdwhistell, 1970).

Hall ¢1959) is-somewhat more indebted
to Trager's anthropological system
than to linguistics per se. He bases
his transcription of non-verbal behav-
ior -(Hall, 1963) not on discrete, all-
or-none behaviors,:but on eight gen-
eral dimensions (postural-sex identi-_
fiers, sociofugal-sociopetal orienta-
tion, .kinesthetic factors, retinal
combinations; voiceiloudness, touch
code, thermal code and olfaction code?),
éach with 4 rating scale. Hall ‘(1959)
also delineates four zones of proxim-
1ty (public., social, personal and in-

. timate) and'discusses some of the
tress-cultural differences in the ab-

- «Solute physical distance which defines
each zone

Birdwhistgll, Hall and Trager are _
.R largely concerned with the typology of

v
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communication and. its cultural or
cross-cultural features,- Scheflen,
whose work in-kinesics and territori- |
ality is based on Birdwhistell's, has
focused on the interpersonal determa-
nants of non-verbal communication,
particularly longer sequences of kine-
sic behavior, in an attempt to find

the larger structures. Scheflen (1966)
considers a structural unit as an in-
variant configuration which will al-
ways be .elicited by a given context,
regardless of the personality variables
represénted in the communicants. He
draws upon constructs from Gestalt phy-
chology and systems theory and views
communication as a "cultural system
consisting of succéssive levels of pat-
terning that support, amend, modify, "
define and make possible human rela-
tionships.“ (Scheflen, in press.) In
working with groups, Scheflen has dem-
onstrated, such phenomena as the "mir-
roring" S%prdy posture by those who
agree with each other (pavis, I970), a
finding which has been verified in Con-
don and Ogston's (1966 and 1967) work
on self-synchrony and interactional
synchrony” ini dyads. Studying filmed

.psychotherapy sessions, Condon and

Ogston (1966 and 1967) found that body ‘-
movement tends to be synchronized with
the segmentation and phonetic breaks in

—__the-speech of normals and that if .one

member of a dyad is speaking, the move-
ments of both members will co-ordinate
with each other and& with the phonetlc

segments of his speech. tas’

All of above researchers are concerned
with communitation as an informational,
system whlch 1ncludes not just an in- .
dividual sender or receiver but sets
or chains of interaction. Birdwhis-
-tell (1970) .objects to the fact that
communication as a psychologlcal pro-
cess has tradltlonally been researched
on such varlables as perception,
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affect and learning: "From the point
of view of the analyst of séc1a1,com-
munlcat;oaim;hese studies are more
directly relevant to the nmature, state
and astivity of the sensory modality
and perhg to the channel...For him,
communication is social, not a psy-
chological phenomenon: psychological
reductionism serves only to obscure
the central issues invqQlved in the
investigation of humangﬁnteraction.“
(page 72)

Feedback theory. Watzlawick, Beavin
and Jackson (1967) have developed a
metacommunication system which is
based on feedback and systems theory
and is immediately ‘applicable to such
personality dimensions as self-concept,
awareness of others and pathological

4

communication between either a dyad or.

a larger group. Bateson and Jackson
(1964) distinguish between their theo-
ry and traditional stimulus-response
, research. The latter focuses on
_"...sequences of interchange so short
"that it is possible to label.one item
of input as stimulus and another item
"as reinforcement whilé labeling what
the subject does betwden these two
events as, 'response.' Within the
short seéuence so excised, it is pos-
sible’ to talk about the -'psychology"
of the subject." (page 273) By con-
trast, Watzlawick , Beavin and Jackson
(1967) investigated the feedback pat-
terns and circular loops in communica-
tion. Dealing primarily with verbal
communication, their notion o meta-
communication also includes,‘however,
the interaction of verbal and non-
verbal behaviors: "Every communica-
tion has a contenteand a relationship
aspect such that the latter classifies
the former and is therefore a meta--
'‘communication.”" (Watzlawick et al.
1967, page 40) Generally, the content

L4

t

i

is communicated verbally and the re-
lationshipgnon-verbally.

Luft (1970) contrasts communication ———\\\
and feedback theory with psychodynamic
theories, emphasizing the Watzlawick

et al., study of 1967 as his model of
the” former., A few of his contrasts
clearly differentiate communication .. .
theory from.the interpersdnal models

of Leary, Schutz or Foa: communica-
tions theory as defined here.searches *
for interaction systems and psycho-
dyamic theories for pErsonality dy-
namics; communications theory searches .
for spontaneous activity and psycho-
dynamic theory for the discharge of
tensions and for need gratification;

the key concept of communication theo-~ °
ry is information and the key céncept

of psychodynamic theqry is energy.

In discussing the patterns of normal

and pathological communication, how-

ever, Watzlawick et .al. touch-upon g »
several of the dynamics of - ‘€he inter- .
personal systems discussed in the

first section of this review. . The ac-
ceptance or rejection of co icayion

is obviously a variable in Foa's ac-
ceptance or rejection of other. The
disconfirmation (ignoring) of communi-
cation is viewed as invalidating an
individual's ‘self-definition, Causing

him to doubt his identity, just as

Schutz suggests- that the need for in-
clusion is linked to a concern over .
identity. Watzlawick'et al. emphasize

two basic dyadic patterns: Symmetri-

cal (in which the communication of

each mirrors the behavior of the other)

and complementary (in which each com-
plements the other). THe latter type

is somewhat related Leary's notion .
that behavior is designed to provoke

certain reactions in dthers--most ty- '
plcally, accordlng to the circumplex

classification of interpersonal )
4
. Y]
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behavior, to provoke a complifgﬁEégy//,
reaction which may or may net-bHe posi-

tive and aqggpting’ﬁﬁf’;zverthel s

w//ggnﬁirmg’fis opposed to disconfirming)
tgg,individual's self-concept/(to the
extent that his self-concept is con-
gruent with his behavior).

» v

Types of Research in Non-Verbal Com-

9

—described the posture of a client as
related to his motivations,-attitudes,
and intentions. Reich ¢1949) used
rigidity of posture as a clue to the
possibiltty of manipulating client

" characteristics. Fromm Reichmann (1950)

observed posture change as indicat
" of clients' emotional s¥ates{ Dittmakn
(1962) dlso fourid th different mood

had different rates jof movemant and

munication
In considering empirical
communication as pért of
behavior, Ekman's (1965) distinction
betwéen "indicative" and "communica-
tive" research in non-yerbal communi-
cation will be useful:
the congern is not with what a group
of recei¥ers may observe but with the
relationshi#p the éxpg;imenter is able
to establish between a non-verbal act
and some other class of events...a
verbal theme, or the administration of
. a dgug, or the stress in an interview
+«.Communication through a non-verbal
act is establisired only by determining
whether receivers agree in their ob-
servation Or in their inferences about
what the act portends." (pages 391
and 392} If some independent measure
of the sender's intent is taken, com-
munication can be classed as accurate -
or inaccurate from the point of view
of the receiver(s); without such a
measure, communication can still be
classed as ambiguous or unambiguous.
Both types of studies differ, as
Duncan {1969) points out, from the
"structural" analyse$ of'pommunic?tion
based on linguistic models.. '
’

studies of
interpersonal

Body posture, movememt and facial ex-

pression as indicators. Classic indi-
cative studies have been congcerned
___with the interpretation of verbal and
non-verbal behaviors during/clinical
-interviews. Deutsch (1947 and 1952)

— N - }
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In®indication,

. and Boo&er,‘l965):

"affectgd different areas of the-bodys -
Sainesbury (1955) found that ithe amount
of movement during interviews was re-
lated to the stressfulness of themes
and, to specific affects.

Eaxly indicative studies of non-verbal
behavior were generally laboratory
studies in which posed behavior or
posed bhotographs.aqted as the non-ver-
bal stimulus. Findings in this area
are summarized by Davitz (1964), who
states that "previous research Has
failed to define the specific facial
cues or pattern of facial movements
which consistently communicate emotion-
al méaning, but several studies agree
that knowledge of the situation in
whi¢ch an emotion is expressed signifi-
cantly increases accuracy of communica-
tion."s (pagé 17) Findings on indivi-
dual differences in the ability to
correétlyhidentify facial expressions
of emotion have been contradictorx;r
sex differences have been found in some
studies (Weisberger, 1956; Levy and
Schlosberg, 1960) but not in others
(Allport, 1924; Guilfofd, 1929).

Receiving "communications” from body
posture,; motion and facial expression.

__Communicative studie$ of non-verbal

behavior in clinical interviews have
focused on the evaluation of non-
verbal behavior in isolation from ver-
bal and voice cues (Dittman, Parloff
Giedt (1955)

”
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" - compared judgements of an interview-

3

in a negative situation (Exline, Gray

made from tape recordings, typescripts, , and SChuette, 1965);fand that females

silent film and sound film and found
that judgements based on 'sound films
were only slightly more accurate than
those based on a typescript.

Mahl (1959), however, made accurate
judgements about interviews solely
from observation of thﬁ patlents' .nori-
verbal behavior. Ekman (1964) per-
formed four separate-expdriments in.
which judges were asked to match pho-
tographs of clients' body positions
and facial expressions with written
samples of speech pr ced during the
interview. Eviden;zpiﬁs found that
the two types of behavior produced

at the same time could be accurately
matched under three cue conditions of
varying specificity-~photographs -of .
the body, the head and the entire per-
son-—-if the judges were given ‘some 1n—
formation about the situation. 1In
five further studies Ekman [(1965)
replicated these findings and also
found that without any knowledge of
the situation, judges rated the pic-
tures in the predicted direction on .
Schlosberg's (1952 and 1954) three
scales of emotional expression (Un-

Pleasant-Pleasant, Attention-Rejection, .

and Sleep-Tension). Ekman and Friesen
(1968) found that stable agreements
could be made by judges of body motion
and that body motion is related not
only to affect, the interpersonal re-
lationship and the psychodynamics of

“eye contact and proximit

increase and males decrease eye con-

tace in positive situations (Exline

and Winters, 1965). Argyle and Dean ¢ »
(1965) found a relationship between e
such that

contact decreased with clogeness when
attitudes toward the partne ere held
constant. Kendon (1967) found several
relatlonshlps between eye contact and

verbal behavior: communicants tend to

"look away when beginning a response or

during hesitation pauses; they tend to
look at their partners Just before and
during the first part of Juncture -
pauses, during their own speech to

check the partner's attentiveness, at
the end of a speech, when the partner

is to begin, his reply, ‘and’during the
partner's speech to signal degree of
involvement.; Kendon distinguished
between eye contact used for expres-
sive function and for regulatory func-
tlon. The notion of- communicatton ..
regulation was used by Scheflén (1964) -.

to explain the®phenomena in which a )
sp“eau changes eye.contact, posture <
or body position when he is about to

make a new point or to signal an atti-

tude about his own speech or that of

his partner.

) .

Perceptual Senszt1v1ty to Non Verbal
Cues

Davitz and hlS associates at Teachers

therapy, but also to verbql'behaviors. " College, Columbia (Davitz and Davitz, ¢

Eye contact patterns. An important
sub-area of non-verbal behavior is
"eye contact." Indicative gtudfes in
this area have shown that tHere are
distinctively different patterns of
eye contact for males and females
(Bxline, 1963) ; that subjects make
less eye contact with an-experimen;er

94
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1959) ran a series @f studies on
vocal and non-verbal communication,
studying both the expression and per-
ception factors. Using various ex-
perimental technigues, they found in
general that the ability to judge
vocal expression was correlated with
the ability to judge emotions por-

trayed in music and abstract art, that . - .-

’




t

e

o

i he anlllty to communldate feelings
through vocal express1on (readlng
standardized materlals) was correlated

i-£h the ability to percelve the vocal
co uzisataohs of others and with the
ity to identify ohe s own vocal
expression of feeling, and that the
ability to communicate feelings

'through vocal expression was corre-
lated with the ability to. communfcate
feelings tHrough' facial ‘expression.

" Davitz (1964) hypothesized a general .

: "sensitivity" factor for receiving

{iwgmo- gnal. messages. A éilght amount

’ se.yas accounted for by

/

no

differences were found between males
and females. An attempt to find cor-
relates’ between "emotional sensitivity"
and various personality variables (mea-
sured by the Guilférd-Zimmerman Temper-—
ament Survey, the Allport-Vernon-
Lindzey Study of Values, the Edwards
Personal Pgeference Schedule.and the
Psychaethenia and Hysteria Scales of
the MMPI) found neo correlations;be-
tween the’ ab1}1ty to identify-vocal
expressions of emotrpnal meanings on
any of the personality scales. An.
analysis of the types of errors made

in identifying vocal expressions of
emotion 1pd1cated that the dimension.
of "activity" "accounted for much of .
the variance in rate, volume, pitch.

and timbre of vocal expression" (page
185) while valence &hd strength seened

. to be expressed by more subtle aspects

of speech. '"For example, two active
emotions, such as anger and joy, are
frequently mistaken for each other in
the vocal mode; but expressions of" |
two unpleasant emotions such as anger
and sadness, or two strong emotions
such as love and Joy, are rarely con:
. fused for.one another." (Davitz,
op. cit., page 186.) Davitz et al.

dimensional hypothesis to the area

“«
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lel to activity), .while movement of
the body and face would cue specific
emotions (valgnce) and (2) since

facial movemei\f are rore frequent
than changes in' body position, éhanges} i
in facial egpression would be more '
likely to communicate intensity of

emotions (parallel to strength) than

‘would postural cues.

The general pattern of these findings«-
namely that non-verbal behav1ors can

’ of s1multaneous verbal events, that

they gre related to verbal events and
also(show Significant patterns of in-
terrelatlonshlp among themselves and '
with "vocal" events-~indicates that
any study bf 1nterpersonal behav1or
must. take non—verbal and "vocal" fac- .
tors into account, in addrtlon to
using the traditional "paper and-pen-
cil" research instruments.

vy . L .t
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Even thoﬁgh a number of educdtors have
been aware of the 1mportance of non-“’w
verbal and "vocal" factors in the:® .
study of soclal-emotlonal behav1or, -
there appeafb to. have been some heSLH .
tation in the design of, studies ’
spec1f1call¥ nmnlpulatlhg ‘'such vari-.
ables in the, classroom., The -field of"
commun;catldns theory~has changed so
radically in the, last decade that
basic laboratOry redearch has not yet
caught up with the theoretical devel-
- opments in prov1dlng-models and Vgll&h
; datlng deslgns upon which. emplrlcal
educational research could be con-
structed Howevgr, some 1nterest1ngv
stuales have" be&g made using & .variety

'

~

_ . of self constructed-observatlonal Lo .
: did not attempt to extend this three- )

.« o8

systems.
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Effects of Students' Verbal and Non-

ﬁdif:::;?yerbal Behaviors on Teachers
. ™

- Klein (1971) investi¥gated the influ-
/// ~ ence of student behavior on teachers'
A behavior by experimental variation of

verbal and non-verbal student behav-

10rs. Although most studies in the

area qf classroom interaction stress
ortance of the teacher's posi-
egative behaviors in influenc-
1ng subseduent student growth, Klein
found that investigators have
also discussed the factor of "pupil
effectiveness" in' developing a teach-
er's contribution to the classroom
process, Turner (1967) pointed out

of counseling research where various
investigators have studies the in-
fluence of student behavior on the be-
haviors of the counselors (Bandura,
Lipsher and Miller, 1960; Gamsky and
Farwell, 1966; Heller, Myers and Kline,
1963; Russell and Snyder, 1963). She
hypothesized that student behavior
would influence teacher behavidr in a
predictable direction--positivee (in-
direct) teacher behaviors would be
elicited by positive student behaviors
and negative (direct) teacher behav- '
10rs by negative student behaviors.

The subjects in Klein's (ng}lﬂgtudy»

X Yf;f,gﬂ_snestwteacheIS’1n college edu-
that the behav1o¥ of the students may-—"€ation classes and the udent experi-

be an 1mﬁortani.locus 6f control for
a teacher's behavior. Jackson (1968)
described’ such student strategies as
”cheatlng," "apple polishing" and
"playing it cool," and Jackson,
Silberman and Wolfson (1969) showed
that teachers became more personally
involved with students who were sali-
ent in the teacher's mind ra%hq; than
nonsalient. Gage (1963) investigated
the results of pre- and post-question-
naires of teacher self-perceptions
when teachers read student descrip-
tions of their ideal teacher. He con-
cluded that teachers attempted to be-
come more like the student ideal. .
Tuckman and Oliver (1968) found that
teachers changed their behavior posi-
tively following suggestions received
from their students. Jenkins and Deno
(1969) studied the influence of stu-
dent ¢rassroom behav1ors 8n teacher
self-nvaiuatlons and found that teach-
ers who received positive fgedback
from their students feund the teaching
experience more enjoyaple and alsog
thought it was more prOfitable to the
students.

. N ! |
Klein (1971) found a model in the area

-
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" menters were undergraduate and gradu-
ate students in 24 education classes
. in six universities., Each of the
g groups experimented for one hour,
, during which they had two 15-minute
1 periods of '"normal"™ classroom behav-
u iors and one 15-minute period each of
gp051t1ve and negative behavior. Posi-
y tive behaviors included looklng at the
”teacher, smiling, answering questions
qulckly and correctly; negative Behav-
“1ors included frowning, looking out
 the window and talking with classmates,
i (Student experimenters were given
%lists of suggested behaviors for each
fexperimental period.) During each
lexperiment, verbal behaviors of both
”students and teachers were recorded by
Ea concealed tape recorder_, while
trained observers recorded teachers'
tnd students' non-verbal behavidrs. A
eutral coder analyzed the tapes using
landers' Interaction Analysis (Amidon
nd Flanders, 1967)., A Visual{Observa-
ional Schegyle of teacher behavior
Klein, -1971) was used to categorize
eacher non-verbal behavior, and a
- upi&ﬁ'fﬁfdcise Reinforcement instru-
ment (Klein, 1971) to cdtegorize sti-
lent verbal ®and non-verbal behaviors.
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To determine whether teachers. changed
their verbal and non-verbal behaviors
when students changed their experi-
B mental behaviors, each of the verbal
. and non-verbal behaviors was analyzed
’ separately, using only the portion of
teacher behavior which immediately
“ followed student verbal behaviors for
the verbal variable and the g@ercentage

<

and 3). Hence, most of the positive .
teacher behavior on the wverbal vari-
able was in the relatively "academic,"
task iented and impersonal category ,
of "clarifying student ideas," rather
‘than in the categories, of "accepting
student feelings" or "praising stu-
“dents." ‘

of positive non-verbal teacher behav-
10r tallies oﬁér total teacher behav-
ior tallies.on the Visual Observation
Schedule for the non-vérbal variable,
Since resdlts'ifdicated™that teachers
changed their behavior in response to
students' behavior, comparisons of
the means of the teachers' behaviors

*during the positive, negative and -
control periods were made.

Interactions’ between positive and
negative teacher and student behavIQrs.
1t was found that teachets behaved
more positively during periods of
positive and normal student behavior
than during periods of negative stu-
dent behavior., (An independent analy-
sis of data colle¥fed from observa-
tions of student behavior showed that
the students in these classes were
largely positive in their behavior
during the normal, control periods.)
Further analysis of the interaction -.
analysis data indicated that teachers
gave more directions and criticism’
dufing the periods of negative stuaent
behav16r than during control pezlods
and more positive clarification during
//«////;erlods of positive student bebaV1or
o than during negative perlods‘ However,
Klein (1971) pointed out tha@/student
behaviors induced both of thé two
negative teacher behdvior ¢ategories
usea in the study but only one of the
three positive teacher behavlor cate-
goriés (Awmidon and: Flanders, 1967,
analysis categorles 6 and 7 and 1, 2

ERI
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.« cTritical,

"-dent teachers seem to adopt a stereo-

The "vicious circle” of teacher- .
~ student interaction. The results of
Klein's (1971}, study indicate that stu-
dent teachers rieed to be alerted to
the influences which student behavier
may exert of their own teaching behav-
iors, particularly in a negative direc-
tion. If it is accepted *that teachers
may influence the direction of stu-
dent behavior, in turn, then, it is
particularly relevant to caution the
beginning teacher against interaction -
patterns which may turn into a "vi-
cious circle" of negativism. Klein
{tes, for example, Elkind's (1968)

obs “...inner-city chil- ©
s influéncé\their teachers to
ualegg%reotype of the
., inner-city tea often a direct, ’

rigid p (Klein,
1971 ,” page 419). findings on
positive teacher behavior are not par-
ticularly encouraging, however, inso-

far ds the positively stimulated .
teachers did not appear to break out

of the rather impersonal intellectual-
academic mold. ' Further study on ways

to encourage teachers to show warm,

positive feelings toyArds students g
seems to be indicated, particularly
since other research reviewed in this
paper indicates that successful stu-

typed teacher personality,which is
fairly rigidf.demanding and authori-
tarian (Uchi Lindgren, 1971).
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Difficulties in training teachers in
verbal and non-verbal responsiveness.
When attempts dre made to train teach-
ers in greater verbal and non-verbal
responsiveness, the results often
don't manifest themselves in the
classroom. McKnight (1970) ran a
study at Stanford exploring keacher
trainee behavioral responsiveness in
their verbal interactions with stu-
dents. Responsiveness was defined as
a listening ability as well as an
ability to make appropriate cognitive
and affective responses. Two basic
training procedures were used. The
first centered around listening and
summation of--student feedback for
later uses The second procedure
stressed appropriate teacher response
to student feedback directed towards
clarification and extension of the
students' understanding.

Pre- and post-tests measuring &abili- .
ties related to the training proce-
dures wefe given to the teacher train-
ees in order that any change in these
abilities could be’ assesse ht

was interested in the pogsibility that

teachers trained in both listening and
response appropriateness would respond
superiorly to those trainees receiving
only one type of training. It was
found that those trained in listening
imprpved in their ability to recall
the most important points from tape-
recorded excerpts. However, there was
no difference between the groups which
received response appropriateness
training and groups which received no
response appropriateness training.
Further, regardless of the type of
training the trainees-received, their
actual classroom behavior was not sig-
nificantly altered. , .

Effects of Teachers' Voice Tone on

Student Achievement

Using Pittinger et al.'s (1960) prin-
ciple of immanent reference, several
studies have investigated the rela-
tionship between teachers' voice tone
and student achievement, Pittinger

et al. essentially state the principle
of paralinguistics that, regardless of
speech content, the speaker cannot
avoid communication of feelings about
self, other and the situation in his.
tone of voice, (This is quite differ-
ent from the generally accepted notion
tha% a speaker may either intentional-
ly co cate feeling in voice tone -
or, if he does not so intend, omit
paralinguistic communication, in which
case the tone will quite "automatical-
ly" be neutral. Probably, most -teach-
ers are unaware of the fact that they
are contintiously communicating feel-
ings about themselves, the students
and the educational setting, regard-
lesg—pf whether they intend to°do so
or not.)

; / : -
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Differential effects on middle- and ‘/
lower-class children. ngoks et al.
(1969) found that praise given in a
positive ¥one of voice improved the
learning rate of lower-class children
much more than did praise delivered

a neutral-tone; middle-class children
learned equally well upder both condi-
tions. The experlment involved &

;6}earn1ng game" and praise consisted
£

either objective evaluation ("right)
or "correct") or a more positive state-
ment ("good" or "fine"). In & second
study, Brooks et al, (1969) found that
lower-class children learned more o
rapidly when positive words were spo-

when negatlvg,words were spoken in a
negative tone of voice, However,
middle-class children showed no //
‘ ' ) S
s

ken in a positive tone of voice than////ﬂ//
/

(4
s

e




significant difference in learning
rates between these two conditions and
a third condition in which neutral
tones were used with both positive
and negative words.
Kashinsky and Wiener (1969) used posi-
tive, negative and neutral tones of
voice in giving simulated classroom-
work instruction to both middle- and
lower-class children. The middle-
class children performed equally well
under all conditions, but the lower-
class children performed best when in-
structions were given 1in a positive
rie, Hence, it appears that lower-

. class children react differently to
different tones of voice and that a
positive tone increases learning rate
and performance of lower-class chil-
dren, althOugn\dedle-class children

ot

are not sensitive to any of these varai-

ables.

However, Henderer (1971) ,using 150
fourth-grade lower-class pupils and 16
middle-class teachers .in two urban
schools found that "...students of
teachers whose vo;?é tones were rated
cooler, angrier and more anxious
showed greater academic achievement
than students taught by teachers whose
voice tones were rated warmer, less
angry and less anxious."# (Henderer,
1971, page 5.) Student achievement
was measured by pre- and post-assess-
B ° ment on five subtests of the Stanford
Achlevement Tesf over a six-month
perLod and teachqrs'
from both content iltered and normaI
tapé recordings of\their daily class-
room presentatlons.

ion effects of school environ-

men nd teacher personality. In dis-

’ cus§ing the wdy in which findings from

this study in an actual school sétting

ERIC
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v01ces were rated

contradicted earlier findings waith
simulated settings, Henderer pointed
out that none of the teachers were
_rated at the extremes of ,warmth,“
"coldness," "angry," "not’ angry," ok
"anxious," "not anxious"--all evi-.
denced all of these characterls\}cs to
some degree. Further, Henderer sug-
gested that the school environment is

generally negative and that students — —

who receive no completely swarm posi-
tive stimulus will utilize avoidance,
rather than approach behaviors--i.e.,
they will'léarn in order to avoid nega-
tive reinforcement from a cold, angry,
anxious' teacher but not in order to
receive a mildly positive reinforce-
ment from a teacher who is only slight-
ly warmer. ) .

_Interestingly enough, a second measure
in the Henderer (1971) study showed
that teachers with warmer,_ less angry
and less anxious voice tones actually
were higher on the interpersonal di-
mensions of empathy, positive regard,
genuineness and concreteness as rated
from their written responses to
recorded student stimuli.
Henderer concluded that t teachers
did provide a more facilitgtive class-
room environment, despite the evidence

~that their students achieved less.

. N - -

Effects of Teacher-pPupil Disféhce ahd
Seating Patterns “ .

. Phere has beerl some concern in the

educational literatureé with such non-
verbal aspects of commupication as the®“
distance between the teacher and indi-
vidual students. 'Sﬁarpe (1970) mea-
sured thé distances between 31 fifth-
grade teachers and 946 fifth-grade
students. 'The teaching dlstancgg were
measured from the teachjing station to
each student ig_alf’Bl classes and

. -
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correlated with' measures of school
achlevement, student social acceptance
and teacher attltudes.

It was found that there was a slight
but statlgtlcally significant relation--
ship between students who sat close to
the teacher and higher atchievement
levels. It ‘was also found that stu-

’ / -
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teacher were less socially accepted by
their classmates. However, teacher
atfitudes were not significantly re-
lated to distance. Sharpe recommended
that students who are achieving at low
levePs and/or are low in peér social
acceptance could probably be helped -
merely by moving them closer to the
teacher.’
-
Goodall (l97l) has reported the recent -
research of Feitler of the Southern
Tier Reglonal Educational Center in
Horseheads, New York, which has shown
that, in addition to the non-verhal
cues communicated through linear physi-
~cal distance between teachers and stu-
dents, specific patterpns of seating
are associated with varying degrees of
comfort and discomfort for both stu-
dents and teachers. Subjects were 276
graduates and undergraduates at Syra-
cuse University School of Education, -
They were asked to rate seven diagrams
. of classroom seating in terms of most
and least comfortable arrangements for
themselves, both as students and" as
teachers. Most picked a setting in
which the students were seated in a
"horseshoe" facing the ‘teacher as the
most comfortable for b&th students
and teachers; secgpd and third choices
were a traditional  seating arrangement
with the students in rows\facing the
teacher and a completely unstructured
arrangement with students aorking to-
gether in pairs and the teacher moving
freely among them. However, many

100
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-~ been limited

subjects felt that the latter setting
would be uncomfortable for students.

As least comfortable, most of the
subjects picked (1) a setting in which
students were arranged in four small.
circles with the teacher in the "empty
space" bBetween the Circles and (2) a
setting in which the teacher was seat--

ed in one of the rows of the tradition-
al classroom. Feitler et al. theo-
rized thdt the choices related to the
individuals' need to control and be
controlled by others, hence settings
in which teacher cdntrol over pupils
or pupil control over other -pupils was
maximized would be most popular. In -
general, the results indicate that the
graduate education majors favored set~-
tings which maximized teacher control,
rather than student control, if they
were forced to make a choite, :For
example, they rejected the setting
which arranged the students in small
groups and the teacher as a "resource
person" in the center, even though

the experimenters believed this. set-
ting to be one which wgs both desir-
able and freguently used.

i

A Categgry System for Nor- Verbaq
Teacher \Behaviors

.
v -

Grant (1970) pointed out thdt studies
of non-verbal tea
d macroscopic. Grant
designed a sjidy using video tapes to
develop a cdtegory.system in whlch‘non-
verbal behavior (physical motions) |

" could be analyzed in relation to vir-
val "moves." Two random samples o
noni-verbal teacher behavior were thén
analyzed on the resulting category sys-
tem in order to generate hypotheses'
related to non-verbal teacher behavior.

Five twenty- mlnute lessons in language

N
i
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arts taught by five different teachers'
£ the first five grades at Paterson
State College Campus School were ob-
served and recorded;on videotape equlip-
ment. ‘'Random two-minute samples were
taken from narrative typescripts of
verbal and non-verbdl behavior during
these lessons. These samples were

. coded according to_the following Bel- _
lack categories: (1) Structuring;
(2) Soliciting, (3)‘Responding and
(4) Reacting. Physical motions were
classified into a set of categories
and subcategories based on a concep-

tualization of teacher roles: (1) Con-
ducting (controlling participation,
obtaining attending behavior),- (2) Act-

ing (emphasizing, illust¥ating, role
playing and pantémiMing), (3) Wielding
(dlrectly, indirectly instrumental),
and (4) Self-adjusting..  All but the
fourth of the physical motion cate-
gories were classified as lnstructlon—
o af‘roles. (Self-adjusting was con-
sidered persofal.) Finally, physical
motions were coded with respect to
whether they replaced a "verbal move"
or airded a verbai”ﬁove, and five pat~
- terns of verbal and non-verbal moves
- were identifiéd and used to analyze
the teaching segments.

It was found that teachers used as
many Instructional Motions as Personal
Motions. Within the context of In-
structional Motions, Conducting was
the most frequent, Wielding the second
mostﬁfrequent and Acting the least
_frequent motion. Teachers in the sam-
ple did not utilize such Acting sub-
categories as pantomiming, emphasizing
and role playing. Verbal moves were
. used more frequently during major
pedagogical function,: The teachers
demonstrated greater individual dfffer-
ences in non-verbal expression on
Soliciting moves than in their verbal
A expressions. It was alse found'that
&
v :
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Soliciting and Reacting brought out
a greater variety of move types than
did Structuring and /Responding.

I .

o

THE RELEVANCE OF THE
INTERPERSONAL INTERACTION LITERATURE
_Mﬂﬂmssmm_mm -

-

The Levels/of Applicdbility
. 3
What does the research reuiewed here
say about how gualitative and quanti-
tative social interaction variables
influence personal, interpersonal and
. intellectual growth in the classroom? ,
In order to answer ‘ﬁis éuestion in
any way that will be meaningful and
useful for the ¢lassroom teacher, we
must distinguish between several
levels of appllcablllty. JIf we th;nk
“of appllcablllty as a continuum in-
volving several qualitative dimensions,
then the old and rather time-wdsting
quarrel between "pure" and "applied"
can be restated in terms of the comple-
mentary contributions of various types
of research. From the point of view
of the classroom teacher and the
teacher-trdining supervisor,: the phy-
chological literature we have dis-
cussed ranges from conceptua§ models
which have| great power for organizin
" a wide vapiety of interpersonal inter-
action phenomena but which still await,
for the most ,part, experlmevtal veri-
fication, to "hard" experimental data
obtained in actual classroom settings’
but, necessarily, limited in applica—ﬂ
tion to settings which reproduce all
or most of the controlled variables
used in the original study. Teachers
and teacher trainers may benefit equal-
ly from a knowledge of the literature
at either end of this continuum--but
only if they are fully aware of the
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nature and limitations as well as the
advantages of each-type. A sifple
model will illustrate some of the
points on the hypothetical continuum
and the types of applicability avail-
able.

Beginning from the theoretical "end"
of our hypothetical continuum (figure
- 14) then, what specific applications——
.0 can the teacher make of the psycholo-
C e, glcal literature? Clearly, the con-
ﬁ’””,pép alizations 1in leary's (1957)
P n“”mﬁa:%“Whyggégkwhat types of teaché
” and student--pér;ggglltles can be ex-
pected to 1nvoke spec1f1

. - 4 Point 1
s Theoretical models \ , G
concerneqd with compra-

hensive range of soc:ia

*Point 2

"models and
observation systems of
classroom interaction

fésponses. Leary's concept of in-
tensity as the determining factor in

. adaptive and maladaptive interaction

types suggests to the teacher that,
even though a student may often re-
spond with an aggressive style, at less
intense levels this style can be con-
structively channeled away ﬁrom'der
structive expression, Similarly, a
cooperative style that is ordinarily
conducive to the successful function-
ing of such classroom activities as
group problem solving can degenerate
into an overconventional, unthinking
agr 2nt. In other words, the teach-
er should just as concerned with

ct

Point 3

Empirical development
of miniature theories
exploring parameters

i interaction (Flanders, Fuller, Ami- of global theories
(Leary, Foa, Sc r don; etc.) (game theory, Byrne,
“ Bales, Lorr McNair) e ) etc.)
\ '
\\
\ ~Point 5 Point 6
Statistical analysis and \ Empirical research Empirical research

validation of dimenstens
of larger systems for ap-

plication \\\\

(Emmer & Peck, Gotts, etc.)

.

using schopl children

0 study individual
Parameters of classroom
1n§eract;pn in experi-
mental setﬁingg

(Lott & Matthews,\\«\\

on individual para-
meters of classroom
interaction in actual
classroom settings
(Schmuck, Reimanis,
Bonney, etc.)

Kashinsky & Wiener, .
etc.) —
) \\
Q e
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helping the child who 1s too coopera- ;interpersonal interaction suggest_that:
tive as she is with the child who has - .
declared open war against peers ‘and 1. Teachers can increase their stu-
authorities. dents' achievement by doing more in-
ﬂ .. direct than direct teaching, and that -

Leary's circumplex also points to the | more accepting. and less critical teach- *
importance of teacher's self-knowledge er behavior .contributes to sfudent

regarding their response tog-others in participation in the classropm. .
a variety of situations. ‘The model ,
~ details the types of compiementgry la. Apparently, at present_post
responses which different Social- teachers play a dominant ri—i’ the
/ personality styles may evoke from classroom at least two-thirds oz\éhe
/ others. For.example, the Acheson time and they structure classroom
' © (1969) study indicated that teachers, activity such that at least three- ,
in the role of responsible, helpful fourths of the time is spent in-
, authorities, can channel the ﬁjpes an work-oriented behavior. Teachers
' - frequency of students' dependent behav- need to make much more effort to
iors. In fact, one of the na%n values involve students actively in the
of a conceptual system of din®nsions classroom, to respond to students'
for the teacher 1s that it allows him , bersonal contributions, and to be
or her-to locate a specific piece of less active, less concerned with
behavior with respect to all the re- ’ control and more solicitive and re-
T lated parameters in classroom inter- ‘sponsive in their interactions with
action. - g students.
Jackson (1968) has stated that class- 1b. sSince teacher training in inter-,
room research has suffered from being action analysis seems to produce
performed on small, atyp®cal groups more indirect teaching behavior® . )
using an engineering approach and a teachers should seek out and welcome
laboratory setting (rather than the opportunities for such training, and
actual classroom) and that it s they should take stepé to analyze .
failed to take into account the appro- their present patterns of classroom .
’ priateness of student actions within behavior in order to find areas for.
their context. 1In the present review, improvement.
every attempt has been made to select .
education studies representative of lc. Even accepting teachers need to
, typical classrooms. .A number of theo- be on the alert for students' symp-
retical conceptualizations an® empiri- toms of pathological coping styles
cal findings reported should at least in the school situation. Defensive
* provide a series of pausible hypothe- student styles based on fear of
ses upon which the classroom teacher failure and of rejection by adults
-~ can operate in related interpersonal can manifest themselves in popr cop-
situations. . ing with academic materials, such as

absorption in routine details of

P spelling, etc., to the exclusion of
Suggestions for the ’ . enuine intellectual activity (ob-
¥y " Classroom Teacher essive-compulsive), avoidance of
¢ . » vﬁ/ece’?'ssary technicalitiés and "“fgr- ° )
Recent empirical findings in classroom getting” of important details
. N . .
. ) , \
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(hysterical patterns}, and infantile
or paranoid response patterns,

2. Teachers can raise student's self- .
evaluation and make the classroom more
conducive to mental health by taking
steps to diffuse interpersonal attrac-
tion throughout the class and to avoid
centralikation of liking and disliking.

25. Positive feeling within class-

® room groups can be increased by giv-'
ing positive rewards--either direct
or vicarious--to group members.
Such rewards can consist of feelings
of achievement, or success in a task,-
as well as tangible rewards.

2b. The positive attraction of indi-
vidual students can also be in- |
creased by inéluding the student in
a -"winning team." This offers *a
means of balancing and dfffusing
liking and disliking pattern$ which
are centered on sing}e students.
] 1
3. Teachers can increase students'
actualization of their academic potten-
. tial by helping them to gain and to
perceive peer acceptance. ,
N -
3a. However, reduction of peer-group,
egative reactions toward individual,
isolated students is difficult to
achieve by traditional measures that
single such children out for short-
term, mechanical treatments (such as
o~ special classroom activities ‘that
) ‘give an isolated child a “chance to
shinetsggiparent—teather or pupil-

counselor co nces).

3b. The attitudes of high-prestige
peers, the fact that preconceived
performance expectations determine
how a child's performance is per-
ceived by others, and the fact that

ERIC . :
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an individual's performance will be
appraised with respect to the con-
tributions of others are all vari-
ables that the teacher needs to con-
sider when attempting to bring a
socially isolated child ifito the
group.

4. Teacher can increase students' 1lik-
ing~for"a class and their level of
“academic actualization in that class
by taking steps to minimize real or

- apparent differences in attitudes

about classroom relevant behaviors
between students and peers and between
students and- teachers.

4a, At least with older students,

there are faifly strong tendencies

to project one's own attitudes upon

liked in@ividuals and upon the peer

group aZEa whole--tendencies that

the teacher should use to advantage
. when the goal is to maximize group
" compatibility and cooperation.

4b. Conversely, when grouping orb
pairing up students who are not well
known to each other, similaxity_of
attitudes on relevant objects would
maximize inter-student liking, even
between black and high-prejudiced
whites.

4c. Since interpersonal attraction-
has been shown to be positive

linear function of the amount of
reinforcement vs. nonreinforcement
received from that person. it is
possible for teachers to "teach"
stuf®nts to like their teacher and
each other more by arranging a suit-
able reinforcement schedule.

4d. Conversely, teachers should be
aware of the fact that statements of
attitude agreement function as posi-
.tive reinforcements to those engaged

- 104
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1n learning tasks; statements of
disagreement are negative reinforce-
ments. Agreement and disagreement
with students should be used as re-
inforcements, rather than randomly
as the teacher's responses to "pure-
ly intellectual"tconsiderqtions.

" 5. - Teachers should also be aware of
the fact that cooperative, helping be-
navior is anything but the norm in
situations where competitive behavior
is the most certain-*means of avoiding
punisnment and where the "system"
places the cooperative participant
even slightly at the mercy of more
-aggressive partners.

5a. Since such techniques as "grad-
ing on the curve" on classroom tests
place the students in a situation
where they can win a high grade only
at the expense of other students,
situations where group cooperation
is desired may have to be introduced
with special care, partlcularly in
the higher grades. N .

5b. when students are engaged in
activities in which pair or group
cooperation is desired (as a means
of maximizing joint gaing), the
teacher can improve cooperation by
giving a cooperative orientation
(rather than an individualistic or
competitive one) and by presenting
the pair or group arrangement as a
relatively long-term ‘one which will
be repeated for later tasks.
5c. Since physjcal isolation +{and,
to some degree, lack of communica-
tion) seems to be a factor in in-
creasing competitiveness, the seat-
of intra-classroom groups should
gcarefully arranged so that there
are no physical barriers between any
members of.the group. Also,

v
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teachers who want to elicit the co-
operation of the class should not at

‘the same time "barricade" themselves
behind a desk. P

©. In the relationship between student,
teacher and gne or more supervisors,
interpersonal compatibility (defined

as similarity of\interaction prefer-
ence and interpersonal complementarity
as regards preference for originating
and receiving) is a powerful factor in
determining the student's course grade.

6a. Teachers can_g%ede more "objec~
tively" and fairly if they will
analyze their degree of compatibil-

+ ity with the individual students and
with other teachers or supervisors
with whom the students come into con-
tact. Some such conceptualization
of complementarity as the Leary
model of interpersonal interaction
would be a useful startlng p01nt for
such analysis.

6b. Teachers who dislike aggressive
and work-disruptive students more
than dependent, horkrdvoiding stu-~
dents can help themselves to grade
such students more fairly if they
consider various possibilities of
competition and complementarity.
(Since successfu% teachers tend to
be more aggressive and show & pre-
.ferencerfor originating, this may
cause greater conflict with the ag-
gressive student than with the de-
pendent student, even though there
_will be student-teacher value con-
flicts with both' types.)
¥

7. Since it is largely the teacher
who defines "adaptive" and "maladaptive"
school behavior, teachers must be ful-
ly aware of how their personal reac-
tions to various school personality

types influence their evaluations of

5 o103 .
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students. In actual 1nteraction; stu-
dents, even agong “maladaptive" dgroups,
prefer students who are most like
themselves; the patterns of teacher
preference for various students exert
considerable influence on other stu-

- dents' evaluations in sociometric
questionnaires. .
7a. Further, there seem to be defi-

‘nite school personality character-
istics which are associated with
school rewards (grades) and achieve-
ment. (For example, high grades and
high scores on verbal and non-verbal
achievement tests seem to be asso-
ciated with such characteristics as
cooperativeness, overconventionality,
er-generousness and responsible-
nes but students who are quto-
cratic,™managerial, exploitative and -
competitivéNstill display more
school motivatron and make higher
SCores on non-ver achievement
tests than students tend to be
modest, self-effacing, docile and
dependent.) Therefore, teachers--
both singly and as a profe§siSnal
group--need to consider carefully
whether they should attempt to fos-
ter more schbol-adaptize'béhaégor in
individual children or”whether they
should give priority to changing the
school environment to allow for
greater variety of response styles .
and/or eliminate some of the envir-
onmental factors which cause school-
specific personality problems.

7b. At present, school-adaptive be-
havior is largely defined in terms

.

There is a strong possibility‘that
in doing so teachers may be coming
into conflict with an increasing
emphasis on social facility and in-"
creasing de-emphasis of the work
ethic in the community at large,

Not only the values of the so-called
“youth culture" but also the "enjoy-
now-pay-later" attitudes represented
in advertising and the media may
cause students to question the
teachers's definition of adaptive and
maldaptive behaviors. Teachers
must be prepared to recognize and
deal with. such conflicts.

‘.

8.

7c. As corollary to the above,

such maladaptive student belavior
patterns as "school anxiety" ‘(char-
acterized by bluntness, skepticism,
aggression, competitiveness and ex-
pPloitativeness) are quite different
from maladaptivity in the clanical
sense (where neurotic anxiety, for
example, is characterized by passiv-
ity, self-effacement and dependency)
Before attempting to change an indi-
vidual child's style of response,
the teacher must carefully consider
whether or not'the maladaptivity is
school-specific and whether the be-
havjors manifested in school could

best be changed by altering the « ¥

child's in-school environment,
rather than by direct attempts to
alter his in- school personality.

Since 1nd1v1dual dlfferences in

achievement strivi g can be found in
children from the fourth and fifth

of the student's acceptance and in- .
ternalization of a work-achievement
orientation. 'Teachers tend to prefer
the adaptive-academic student to the
adaptive-social student and to dis-
like the work-avoiding student less
than the work—dlsrppting student.

years on, the classroom teacher &hould
expect that attempts to raise achieve-
ment will have variable affects on
children with'différing levels of in-
ternal reinforcement control, differ-
ently directed types of dependent be-
havior and different orientations

K]
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towards social and academic competi-
<
tion,

8a. For students with high internal
reinforcement control, the teacher
can raise the rate of achievement
striving by rewarding achievement
behaviors with approval. However,
the same technique will not produce
any consistent results on students
with low reinforcement control,
particularly if the latter are rela-
tively independent,

8b. With highly dependent students,
differences in expression of depen-
dence ("clinging" vs. attention-
getting behavior) appear to be less
related to the child's school
achievement than whether the depen-
dency is instrumental or emotional
in nature for the simple reason that
teachers tend to respond positively
to instrumental dependencies and
negatively to emotional dependencies,
while positive teachex responses
seem to channel an instrumental de-
pendency into task-oriented behav-
10rs, dependent students who meet
with negative teacher responses sim-
ply engage in more dependent behav-
ior. Thus, teachers:need to develop ,
a positive response style with any
dependent students and particularly
to use positive response as a means
of channeling the emotionally de-
pendent child,

8c. In classroom situations where
the orientation in ipdividualistic
(rather than either competitive or
cooperative) , sex and age variables
may affect the degree ©f competi-
tion for achievement such that
younger female students might be
expected to compete less than older
students and males. However, on '
long-term tasks males might be

105
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expected to éventually work up to a
higher level of cooperation while
females may continue to compete.,

¢ 8d. Further, in an individualisti-
c?lly oriented situation, students
with a flexible outlook on life will
probably compete less than those with
rigid systems of ethics. Since the.
present youth culture seems to empha-
size a flexible ethicality, it is
not surprising that athletic coaches
find their students less willing to
compete aggressively; teachers of
other school subjects may have to
‘search for more relevant achievement
motivations than competition for
grades.

9. 1In considering the important area
of interpersonal communication, teach-
ers need to be aware of their roles_
both as originators and as receivers
of communication.

S9a. Work on student reticence indi-
cates, that many students who fail to
take part in classroom discussion
need help in formulating and verbal-
izing their thoughts--the single
most productive thing a teacher
could do for them would be to assist
them in "saying what they mean.,"

9b. 1In addition to the classroom ex-
perience that enables teachers to
recognize students' manipulative be-
haviors (such as "apple lishing"),
teachers may find it help¥ul to
solicit feedback and suggestions
(such as written descriptions of
- their ideal teacher) from students.
9c. 1In face-to-face communication,
however, it is uncertain whether ad-
ditional communication beyond a .
joint knowledge of the "rules of the _.
game" will increase cooperation

-
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between students and tedchers, ‘at
least in the implicitly competitive
context of the average classroom.

9d. Since both teacher and student
can directly 1nfluence the classroom
beHaviors of the other, teachers
need to be alert to their own re-
sponses to students' positive and
negative behaviors.. A, cycle Jf
negative verbal and non= verbal inter-
actions is likely to develop if the
teacher allows negativg student re-
sponses to cause negative tehgher
reactions, such as crﬁtlc1sm and
direction-giving. /

’

1Q. Since the communﬁcation of feel-
ings about oneself, others and the °
situation is not optional but inevit-
able in apy interpersonal interaction,
teachers should examine their own
voice tone, gestures and use “of such
relevant factors as eye contact and
interpersonal space in the classroom.
1l0a. Teachers of lower—class chil-
dren can improve learning raes by
using a positive tone of voice
(rather than a neutral or negative
tone) when giving praise. However,
the warmth shown must be strong and
genuine since students of "lukewarm"
teachers seem to earn at a lower
rate that students of teachers who
have cooler, angrier and more anx- ¢
ious voice tones. ,
10b. wWith middle-class children dif-
ferences in tone of voice seem to
make little difference in the rela-
tionship between praise and learning
rate. However, this does not in-
validate other findings on the im-
portance of vocalization and in-
tonation in- communication of feeling.
Teachers can dlsrupt classroom com-
munication by giving parallngulstlc

103

signals which are inconsistent with
the "content" of their &peech, by
ignoring students' communication and
thus invalidating the students' iden-
tity, or by being "deaf" to the vo-
calizations and paralinguistic com-
munication, partic¢ularly of "less
articulate" students,

10c. Teachers can help students who
are low achievers and/or low in peer
acceptance by seating them closer

to the teacher station. Similarly,
the entire class can be made more
comfortable by arranging the seating
so that the teacher is equally ac-
cessible to all students (for exam-
ple, by seating students in a "horse-
shoe" pattern around the teacher, or
by having an unstructured ating
pattern and moving freely around the
classroom). " Other arrangements
which might be equally facilitative
for the students (such as a series
of small groups with the teacher as
a resource person in the center)
should mot_be rejected unless the

t eacher has specific reason for
wanting to SSXimize teacher control
as oppoged to stydent control.

10d. Since both bddy
-usg of interpersogal splace are ime
portant means of /corimu catlon,
teachers should seek out and welcome
opportunities to observe their own'
teadhing on film or videotype. Many
teachers need to be more aware of
the fact thatithey use primarily
conducting and directing motions in
the classroom and ignore such possi-
bllltles as pantomiming, acting for
- emphasis and role-playing.

sture and the

10e“ Various non-verbal student be-
haviors can serve as "clues" to the
alert teacher. For exdmple, persons ¢
who agree with each other tend to

» -
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. "mirror" each other's body posture;
the amount of body movement duying
discussion of personal matters can
be a clue to the stressfulness of
the situation ﬁom-the student. A
mixed-sex group can be expected to
make less eye contact with the

' teacher as a whole during negative
sit@ations, but male students will
decrease eye contact in Ppositive
situations where females increase
eye cbntact. Finally, when the
teacher is attempting to speak with
a shy or inarticulate student, a
fa;rly complex but con51stent pat-

_ tefn of eye contact related to ver-
bal commun1cat1 (looking away when
beginning a reeﬁinse or dur;ng hesi-

, tat;on pauses, looking at the part-

ner durlng one's own speech to check
attentlveness, at juncture anSes, -
. at the end df a speech when the, part-
ner is to reply, and during the part-
ner's speech to 51gn31 involvement,

~etc.) can guide the teachéer's under= -

. standing of the student's intenticns
. and expectations, ’ /
W
El ‘ //
s
Suggestions fo " Selection
and Training of 1 ssroom.Teachers .
/ L]
Since t precedi g list of sugges- .
tions Alassroo teachers touches
. upon a4 varfety of findings and theo-
rles that can be included in the con--
tent of teacher-training programs,.{the

following section will add only tfibse
‘suggestions which relate to ‘the organi-

’

~ .
zation and structure of such a program. lb. Not only do successful teachers
In considering both lists, teacher tend to be emotionally negative, but
rainers will of course be aware of student teachers are less helpful
the fact that student teachers model than beginning education students. _.
their teacher ideals and much of their At leastwone study (peck, 1960) in-=
teaching behavior upon those of th dicated that significant numbers of
trainer such that a great deal of the female elementary education maJors
training which gdes on "lies in e are'elther discontented- or acutely
, ¢
i
) \ 4 u’g
‘ \ C : .
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area of conscious or unconsc1ous imi-
Teacher trainers can be ex-
tremely gffectlve by modeling e be- ,
haviors they wish adapted, in,additio
to direct {(lecture or discussion) /
methods.. /
1. At present the teepﬁing profession
seems, o be selecting and molding new
members in one fairly ccn51stent, so-
c1ally active and emotionally neéatlve
type which mlght Be described in|terms
of Leary's managerial- autocratlcfper—
sonality. j

la. Succeéssful teachers tend &0 be
socially active, and, despite&’some
% increased emphasis on indirect teach-
ing, they typically spend at least
two- th;ré; of the class time playing
a dominant role. Teacher trainers
and supervising teachers tend to
give higher grades to practice teach-
. ers with whom they are compatible;
practice teachers change their ideal
* teacher,concepts and their personali-
ties somewhat to fit the model~of
the teacher trainers; and convention-
ality and routinization increase
wituothe length of time spent in
education programs. Hence, this
trend tdward uniformly dominating
teachers and teacher-cominated class-
room can be reversed only by delib-
erate, determined efforts to select
teachers who a soc1ally acceptlng’
receptive tg stude ' ideas and
more indiv.&ﬁahstlc than conven-
tional.

*
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unhappy, hostile individuals. Again,
the training institutions should
make some effort to select--if not
uniformly emotionally pdsitive types

. —--at least a balanced group of teach-
er trainees. Trainees with serious-
ly negative modes of interaction
should be channeled into both thera-
peutic and occupational counseling
before their commitment to the

(E; teaching profession is made final.

lc. In an unpublished paper enti-
tles "What is Personalized Teacher
Fuller (1971) points out
.
If the literature suggests that
interpersonal attraction is fos-
tered between teachers and pupils
by certain otherwise irrelevant \
physical ‘characteristics}either a
selection process (to select teach-
ers with the desirable character-
istics) or a cosmetologist (to
pbroduce the desirable characteris-
tics) might be included amont the
‘experts.' We may seem to jest...

-

(page 45)

Surprisingly, there is a possiblity
that one should take this jest seri-
ously. After finding nice linear
relationships between attitude simi-
larityand interpersonal attraction
for a dgtade, Byrne et al. (1970)
have found physical attractiveness
to be a crucial variable as well.
Although there may well be ethical
and human reasons for not including
physical appearance amohg the teach-
er selection criteria, it might be
justifiable to weigh an inspiring
teacher's attention to maximizing
his or her personal attractiveness.

. > . .
2. Prospective teachers might benefit
considerably from instruction in self-
observation and self;analysis at a

-
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variety of levels,

2a. Appérentlyr by the time the
trainees have advanced from begin-
ning education courses to student }
teaching their needs for understand-
ing their own and others' behavior
have also increased. This suggests
that the optimal time for introduc-
ing major emphasis upon self-analy51s
would be during of, immediately fol- ,
lowing the practice- teaching experi-
ence.

. ’ N
2b. A training program focusing on
students' interpretation of personal
test information about themselvés
can make significant improvements in
students' self-actualization--at
least if the program is broadly
based, offers trainees an opportun-
ity to react to a wide variety of— --
tests, includes adequate background
reading in personality theories and
related areas, and concentrates on
analyzing test data according to
relevant guidelines (McClaih, 1970).

2c. Prospective teachers who are

poor communicators of affect (parti-
cularly those who say they feel one
thing but appear ‘to feel another) .
could be helped by instruction in »
non-verbal communication”and by op-
portunities ta observe themselves on
videotape. Birdwhistell's non-ver-
bal notational system is sufficiently
detailed to allow fine discrimina-
tions in the analysis of moments of
crisis in classroom interaction.
Similarly, an analysis of voice *tone
could help teacher trainees to iden-
tify the kinds of affect they are’
communicating and to avoid giving

e

"mixed signals" in the classroom.

Prospective teacher concerns are

characteristitally directed toward -
theﬁ%elves and away from studeq%s.

A
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sion is relevant here.

« develop

Schutz' (1958) first factor of inclu-
The prospec-
tive téacher wants to know what is ex-
pected of him or her in the new school
setting in order to be agcepted. It
is only later that the teacher can
develop a more social orientation and
direct his or her concerns towards the
students. o

3a This "delay" 'in the teacher
trainee's development of social ori-
entation may explain why attempts to
train prospective teachers in great-
er verbal and non-verbal responsive-
-pess have not been more successful.’
At least one study (McKnight, 1970)
found that response appropriateness
training did not alter the classroom
behavior -0f trainees. Apparently,

—unles% more successful- training -
techniqﬁﬁs can be devised, a regular
program in response training would
ﬁog_represent optimal use of teacher-
training time. Such instructian .
“might bé offered to those traineég@
who feel or demonstrate a particullr
need for help in this area.

3b. However, significant changes in
th& present pattern of authoritarian
teacher behaviors and student teach-
er ideal might be produced by a very
economical approach in the training
program. Eisenman (1970) found that
by merely hearing and learning about
the authoritarian personality in a
traditional lecture situation, under-
graduates made significantly less
severe moral judgements than did un-
dergraduates not lectured about the
authoritiarian personality.

3c. The fact that student teacghers
develop inclusion needs before;;h
social concerns suggests
assigning tpachers to
for practice teaching,

that in
xschools
1

.

&

11

they— "
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similarity of attitudes between the

# practice teacher and the majority of

students at a given school should be
of more importance than geographical
and other factors. Teacher trainees
who must be assigned to a school
where students are known to have
very different attitudes about school-
. relevant social behaviors should be
given additional training in stress-
ing perceived areas of attitude si-
similarity with groups and with par-
ticular students, since a number of’
studies (Smith, Meadow and Sisk,
1968; Baron and Kepner, 1970) have
shown that varying at’titude similar-
ity can serve as an economical meth-
od for manipulating interpersonal
attraction.

4. - The selection process involves not
only the prospective teacher and the

, training institution, but also the

school and supervising teacher who co-
operate in the practice teaching ex-
perieénce. Teacher training grades are
influenced by such factors as the
degree of compatibility between the
practice teaching supervisor and the
university supervisor. An attempt
should be made to use one of the Foa
models to ma%g some schematic repre-
sentation of interpersonal inteyraction
between the cooperating teacher, uni-
versity supervisor and prospective
teacher and between the cooperating
teacher, prospective/teacher and pupils.
Foa's model of the interpersonal inter-
action of a familx may be appropriate.
A ‘ .
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